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COUNTY CIVIL GRAND JURY 

HISTORY 

 The institution of the Grand Jury is of ancient origin. Its use as an 

instrument of government predates its introduction into our county during 

colonial times. It has been continued and used throughout American history. 

 As constituted today in the State of California, the Grand Jury is a part 

of the judicial branch of government – “an arm of the court”. It does not have 

the functions of either the legislative or executive branches, and is not a police 

agency. Additionally, it does not mandate policy changes. It is an examining 

and investigative body that makes recommendations to improve systems, 

procedures, and methods of operations in designated local government 

agencies. 

 In Lake County, the Grand Jury generally performs only civil functions. 
 

ORGANIZATION 

 The Lake County Civil Grand Jury (Grand Jury) is composed of 

nineteen men and women of various backgrounds chosen from throughout 

Lake County. 

 The presiding Superior Court Judge appoints a foreperson who presides 

over all jury proceedings and is responsible for directing the business of the 

Grand Jury. 

 Most Grand Jury work is done by committees. The areas of focus of 

these committees usually includes: Environment, Juvenile Justice, Social 

Services, Health, Administration, Criminal Justice, Public Works, Special 

Districts and Public Schools. 

 The Grand Jury and its committees meet several times a month. They 

meet with county and city officials, visit county facilities, and conduct 

independent research on matters of interest or concern. The committees report 

to the full Grand Jury and conclusions are reached after discussion and study of 

issues. The Grand Jury may seek advice or request the services of the Lake 

County Counsel, District Attorney, Presiding Judge of the Superior Court, or 

State Attorney General. 
 

FUNCTIONS 

Watchdog Responsibilities: 

 The major function of the Grand Jury is to examine county and city 

government and special districts to ensure that their duties are being lawfully 

carried out. The Grand Jury reviews and evaluates procedures, methods and 
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systems utilized by these entities to determine whether more efficient and 

economical programs may be employed. The Grand Jury is also authorized to: 

1. Inspect and audit books, records and financial expenditures to 

ensure that public funds are properly accounted for and legally 

spent. 

2. Inspect books and records of special districts in Lake County. 

3. Examine the books and records of any nonprofit organization 

receiving county or city funds. 

4. Inquire into the conditions of jails and detention facilities. 

5. Inquire into any charges of willful misconduct in an office by 

public officials or employees. 

 

Response to Citizens Complaints: 

 The Grand Jury receives letters from citizens alleging mistreatment by 

officials, suspicions of misconduct or governmental inefficiencies. Anyone 

may ask the Grand Jury to conduct an investigation. All complaints are 

confidential. The jury generally limits investigations to the operations of 

governmental agencies, charges of wrong-doing within public agencies, or the 

performance of unlawful acts by public officials. Any complaints that fall into 

an area of criminal misconduct are referred to the District attorney. The Grand 

Jury cannot investigate disputes between private parties. 

 

FINAL REPORT 

 At the end of its term the Grand Jury issues a Final Report, including 

any reports released during the year, documenting its investigations and 

recommendations. Copies of the Final Report are distributed to public officials, 

libraries, the news media, any interested parties and any entity that is the 

subject of one if the reports. According to law, the elected County officers 

must respond within sixty (60) days following the release of the Final Report. 

The Board of Supervisors and other public agency governing boards must 

respond within ninety (90) days. 

 The Grand Jury’s Final Report summarizes the year’s activities and 

contains its findings and recommendations for action and study. The new 

Grand Jury reviews the responses of the affected public agencies and the 

process of protection the public interest begins anew. 
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SUBMISSION OF COMPLAINTS 

 Although is it not required, complaints should first be addressed to those 

responsible for resolution unless it will be detrimental to the complainant. 

 The Lake County Grand Jury will respond to all citizens submitting 

complaints. The citizen may not have further acknowledgement other than 

their complaint was received. A Complaint Form is available in the Appendix. 

Additional Complaint Forms may be requested from: 

 

Lake County Civil Grand Jury 

PO Box 1078 

Kelseyville, CA 95451 

(707) 279-8619 

Or on the web at http://www.co.lake.ca.us/Government/Boards/GrandJury 

 

GRAND JURY SELECTION PROCESS 

 The court solicits applications for the Grand Jury by advertising in the 

local papers. An Application Form is available in the Appendix. Additional 

Applications may be obtained by mailing a letter with a self-addressed, 

stamped envelope to: 

 

Grand Jury Coordinator 

255 North Forbes Street 

Fourth Floor 

Lakeport, CA 95453. 

 

 Applications are also available at each Superior Court Clerk’s office at 

the above address or at 7000 A South Center Drive, Clearlake. 

 Once applications have been screened and approved, they are randomly 

selected to be members of the Grand Jury. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

http://www.co.lake.ca.us/Government/Boards/GrandJury
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QUALIFICATIONS FOR GRAND JURORS 

 
Prospective Grand Jurors must possess the following qualifications 

(Penal Code 893): 

1. Be a citizen of the United States, of the age of eighteen (18) 

years or older who shall have been a resident of the state and 

county for one year immediately prior to being selected. 

2. Be in possession of his or her natural faculties, or ordinary 

intelligence, sound judgment, and fair character. 

3. Possess sufficient knowledge of the English language. 

 

A person is not legally required to serve if any of the following apply: 

1. The person is serving as a trial juror in any court of this state. 

2. The person has been discharged as a Grand Juror in any court of 

the state within one year. 

3. The person has been convicted of malfeasance in office or any 

felony or other high crime. 

4. The person is serving as an elected public officer. 

 

Desirable qualifications for a Grand Juror include the following: 

1. Have the time to make the necessary commitment. It is not 

uncommon to serve fifteen to twenty hours a week or more. 

2. Be open-minded with concern for the positions and view of 

others. 

3. Have the ability to work with others. 

4. Have an interest in community affairs. 

5. Possess investigative skills and an ability to write reports 

6. Have a general knowledge of the functions, authorities and 

responsibilities of county and city government and other civil 

entities. 

7. Does not pursue a personal agenda/vendetta against 

governmental concepts or officials. 
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Name Role City 
Dick Bishop  Clearlake Oaks 

Linda Peralta-Conway*  Clearlake  

Dan DeBonis  Lucerne 

Rosemary Dontje Foreperson Kelseyville 

Pat Elliot Recording Secretary Lucerne 

Grace Gault  Lucerne 

Jack Gingles  Clearlake 

Cliff Johnson*  Kelseyville 

Toni Maier  Clearlake 

Jeff Markham  Lakeport 

Nanette Marschall Administrative Secretary Lakeport 

Venn Marschall Foreperson Pro Tem Lakeport 

Vickie Miller  Kelseyville 

David Morry  Clearlake Oaks 

Phil Myers  Lakeport 

Kathryn Schmid  Kelseyville 

Russ Schroy  Hidden Valley Lake 

Rolinder Sonnier*  Lucerne 

John Vance Sergeant at Arms Clearlake Oaks 

Carol Vedder  Lakeport 
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Responses to Findings and Recommendations 
 

In past responses to the Final Reports submitted by the Grand Jury, the jury 

and general public has at times found it difficult to fully understand what has 

been written.  

The 2016-2017 Grand Jury submits the following format to be used in 

responding to the reports in the hopes all peoples reading this Final Report can 

fully appreciate what the county is doing. (PC §933.05). This is a format that has 

been used by the Board of Supervisors in responding to past reports and has 

worked very well. 

Thank you. 

 

Name or Report: ______________ 

Finding or Recommendations #: ____ 

□ AGREE, has been implemented 

 □ AGREE, will be implemented within: __________________ 

 □ NEUTRAL, Requires further analysis to be completed within ______ 

 □ DISAGREE, will not be implemented. Explanation: _______________ 
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Budget and Finance 

Grand Jury Art Contest First Place Winner ages 16-18 

Cassidy Holmes Age 17 
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$50,000+ Abatement Reimbursement Ignored 

 

Summary:  

In 2010, due to stormy conditions, a crane fell off a barge into Clear Lake 

(lake). The construction firm admitted to not having the financial resources to remove 

the crane from the lake. Lake County (County) followed its nuisance abatement 

process and engaged a different contractor to remove the crane in February 2011. The 

total removal cost minus the salvage value of the crane was $55,906. The 2016-2017 

Lake County Grand Jury (Grand Jury) found that neither the code enforcement 

officials nor the Board of Supervisors (BOS) took any action to recover the costs until 

2016 some five years later.  

Among the Recommendations, the Grand Jury asks that the BOS determine 

collections responsibilities and assign appropriate disciplinary actions. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 Background: 

In 2010, a resident of Windflower Point in the County obtained a permit and 

hired a construction company to repair and modify a pier at their residence. To 

accomplish this task, the construction company moved a barge with a crane on it next 

to the existing pier at the residence. Very windy conditions caused the barge to list 

and caused the crane to fall into the lake [See Figures 1 and 2]. An unknown person 

notified county officials of the incident.  

One County official thought that leaving the crane in the lake would be a 

viable solution to the problem since it posed no threat to the public and could be a 

habitat for fish. In order to leave the crane submerged in the lake all fluids and 

hazardous materials would have to be removed. The final decision made by the BOS 

was to remove the crane from the lake. The crane operator admitted to not having the 

financial ability or adequate insurance coverage to remove the crane.  

A removal contractor hired by the County accomplished the removal of the 

crane in February of 2011. The removal contractor used two barges owned by the 

County and built the necessary equipment to remove the crane [Figure 3]. The County 

abatement fund provided $59,945.07 for the cost for the removal of the crane. The 

Figure 1 Crane on Barge                                                  Figure 2: Sunken Crane 
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County recovered $4,039.00 of this amount by selling the recovered crane for scrap 

metal.  

 

Figure 3: Crane bring removed 

Lake County Code Chapter 13 outlines the process for abatements in the 

County.  The department in charge of abatements uses this procedure often for 

abatements on land. Another county department, which is in charge of issues on the 

lake, was assigned to the crane sinking. The County official was not experienced in 

the abatement procedures. 

The County followed a portion of the Chapter 13 abatement procedure to 

notify the crane operator of his responsibility to remove the crane from the lake. The 

final steps in the abatement process to collect payment from the crane operator were 

never completed. The County ignored the process to collect payment for five years. 

The crane operator never received a bill from the County for repayment of the crane 

abatement costs.  

The BOS revisited the issue in 2016, because of the participation in the local 

elections by the crane operator. The BOS approved a repayment plan. The owner of 

the crane accepted the plan in July of 2016.  

 

Methodology: 

 The Grand Jury held interviews with members of the BOS, Code 

Enforcement, County Counsel and Department of Water Resources.  

 The Grand Jury examined news stories from the Lake County Record Bee, 

Lake County News and websites for State and County agencies. 

 

 Discussion and Analysis: 

On or around November 2, 2010, the property owner hired the crane operator 

to replace a boatlift at their residence at Windflower Point on Clear Lake. 
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On November 23, 2010, the crane operator’s crane (which he had been using 

on this job) sank and the push boat overturned in choppy water due to bad weather.  

The crane operator failed to contact any authorities to report the sinking. 

On November 24, 2010, Water Resources Department received an anonymous 

call informing them of what had occurred.  The enforcement official notified the 

proper authorities to address any leaking fuels on the lake.   

Around December 21, 2010, the crane operator was able to get the barge 

righted and the boat removed from the scene.  On this date, the lake was at 3.51 

Rumsey and given the depth of the lake at that location, the crane was in 40 feet of 

water. The Department of Water Resources stated that the crane operator indicated at 

this time he had no money to pay for the recovery of the crane. 

The Department of Water Resources started the process of abatement and 

posted the required Notice of Nuisance and Order to Abate at the work site on 

January 6, 2011.  There is no record of any of the other methods of delivery of the 

notice as defined in the Chapter 13 ordinance such as delivery personally or via 

certified mail.  

On January 25, 2011, the Department of Water Resources presented the report 

on the crane to the BOS.  The crane operator testified at the hearing. Also at the 

hearing, County Counsel said that in the absence of adequate insurance available to 

the crane operator, the county might elect to pursue the property owners for the cost 

of abatement. The BOS authorized staff to abate. The enforcement official then 

signed the Order to Abate. 

On April 5, 2011, the BOS awarded the removal contractor approval to 

remove the crane from the lake at a cost of $59,945.07 to the County.  The County 

took ownership of the crane and sold it for scrap. The County received $4,039. 

During the July 12, 2016, BOS meeting, the Board considered an agreement 

for the crane operator to pay the debt after it was learned there was a letter from him 

to the Board that stated he was unable to find any funding.  There was discussion on 

how much interest to charge along with the repayment and the matter was continued.  

There was consideration of placing a lien on property owned by the crane operator’s 

wife as well as discussion of applicability of the Statute of Limitations. 

The BOS approved an agreed-upon payment plan with the crane operator 

during the board meeting on July19, 2016. As of the writing of this report the crane 

operator is current on making the agreed upon payments. 

Findings: 

F 1. The BOS and the Water Resources Department neglected to try to collect 

a $55,906.07 debt owed to the County for over five years. 

F 2. The Code Enforcement Department has a well-oiled process for handling 

abatements that occur on land.  

F 3. The Department of Water Resources or Lakebed Management did not use 

all available processes for handling abatements that occur on water. 

(Chapter 13 and Chapter 23). 

F 4. The BOS has made no effort to determine how or why no one tried to 

collect the debt or provide any consequences to that person or entity. 
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F 5. The Grand Jury could find no reference to required insurance or bonds for 

contractors constructing docks, piers etc. in the lake other than a State 

requirement for a $15,000 bond to be a licensed contractor. 

F 6. Due to the fluid situation with the lake it may not be sufficient to use only 

one method of contact to reach the proper party.  

Recommendations: 

R 1.  The BOS, by the end of 2017, add requirements to the Chapter 13 and 23 

ordinances that contractors working on the lake have in place bonds and 

insurance to cover the potential claims based of the size of the project. 

(F1, F2, F5, F6)  

R 2. Department of Water Resources officially adopt the Chapter 13 process 

for abatements in the lake within two months of the completion of 

Recommendation 1. Provide training in the process to enforcement 

officials within two months after adoption.  (F2, F6) 

R 3. BOS determine who had the responsibility to initiate the collection 

activity and discipline that person or entity.  (F4) 

R 4. County Counsel determine, within two months, where in the ordinances 

the requirement for insurance needs to be added. (F5) 

R 5. BOS change the Chapter 13 ordinance to require the use of two methods 

of delivery of the Notice to Abate for lake-related abatements to ensure it 

is included in Recommendation 1. (F6) 

Request for Responses: 

Pursuant to Penal Code §933(c), the following response is required. 

 Board of Supervisors (90 days) 

The Grand Jury invites the following individuals to respond directly to the Grand Jury 

 Department of Water Resources (60 days) 

 County Counsel (60 days) 

Bibliography: 

Lake County News: http://www.lakeconews.com/ 

Record Bee http://www.record-bee.com/ 

CA State License Board:  

https://www2.cslb.ca.gov/onlineservices/CheckLicenseII/checklicense.aspx  

Glossary: 

Abatement:  The termination of a nuisance (Law)  

 

 

https://www2.cslb.ca.gov/onlineservices/CheckLicenseII/checklicense.aspx
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  Holiday Harbor 2/12/17           The Lucerne Hotel (The Castle) 

Taxpayers Potentially Lose $Millions$ on  

Real Estate Investments 
 

Summary: 

Lake County (County) owns two very expensive commercial properties due to 

decisions made by County officials starting in 2008. The Holiday Harbor in Nice and 

the Lucerne Hotel (The Castle) in Lucerne have consumed approximately $7.2 

million of taxpayer money. The Redevelopment Agency supplied most of these funds 

before it was dissolved in February 2012. This put the County in the position of using 

local taxpayer funds to support these two properties. Neither has produced significant 

income for the County to date. The Board of Supervisors (BOS), acting as the 

Redevelopment Agency, made the decision to purchase these properties.  

The 2016-2017 Grand Jury (Grand Jury) believes the County should not be in 

the commercial real estate business. The BOS should not approve any additional real 

estate transactions for commercial development. 
   

 

 

 

 

 

 

Background:  

The Grand Jury decided to investigate properties owned by the County as to: 

 how they are managed, 

 what purpose the ownership of the properties serve,  

 whether or not they produce income for the County and 

 why they were purchased. 

           For the most part, properties owned by the County are necessary to conduct 

County business such as office space for the various County agencies, buildings to 

store supplies, and buildings that provide services to the public.  

Two properties owned by the County however do not fit into the normal use 

of government owned properties: The Holiday Harbor and The Castle.  

 

 

 



  

2016-2017 Lake County Grand Jury  22 

 

  

Holiday Harbor 2016 

 

Methodology: 

The Grand Jury: 

 interviewed members of the BOS and various county staff members, 

 examined news articles from the Lake County Record Bee and Lake 

County News, 

 examined websites from the County and the State of California and 

 visited various properties. 

 

 Discussion and Analysis: 
         

           In regards to commercial properties, decision makers for the County do not 

seem to have a clear vision for their actions. Many employees and officials originally 

involved with acquiring the properties in this report are no longer with the County. 

Current employees and officials have the task of trying to figure out what to do with 

these properties. Other than the BOS, there is no ultimate decision maker with the 

responsibility of managing these properties.  

The County purchased Holiday Harbor in 2008 for $2 million and invested 

another $200 thousand in renovations in the property. The original intent of this 

property was to find a private developer to develop a waterfront town square and 

marina that would attract tourism and provide the town of Nice with a unique asset 

not found in any other community in the County.  

Unfortunately, severe storms 

in November 2013, and December 

2014, left the property severely 

damaged and in need of repair. The 

County did not have adequate 

insurance coverage to make needed 

repairs to the property. This 

problem along with the dissolution 

of the Redevelopment Agency and 

that recession caused the 

abandonment of the plans.  

  

 

In July2015, the BOS made the decision to put the property up for sale. A 

buyer came forward with a bid of $1.2 million (a potential $1 million loss to the 

County). The sale fell through in May of 2016. As of the writing of this report, the 

County has failed to relist the property. 
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Expired stickers on boat  2/12/17 

Sailboat sunk in Holiday Harbor (4/15/17) 

Rather than show a shining example to the community by following its own 

policies and procedures, the County has allowed two boats to remain in the Holiday 

Harbor marina with registrations at least two years out of date and no current Quagga 

Mussel stickers. This is a violation of County law and multiple other potential State 

violations.  

  

 

 

On a later visit to the Harbor the 

Grand Jury noted the one of the boats 

had sunk. Since the county took 

possession several months before, it 

would have been much cheaper to 

remove the boat while it was still afloat. 

 

               

 

Another large investment for the County was the purchase of The Castle in 

Lucerne in September of 2010, for $1.35 million. The County spent an additional 

$3.65 million on this property for renovations bringing the total investment to $5 

million. Redevelopment Agency funds and County loan funds were used to purchase 

this property.  

Originally a County official stated “the County’s ultimate goal is to see the 

property used for a purpose like a college campus – will benefit all of the taxing 

entities far more than if it were merely sold”. At the time of the purchase, 

Redevelopment funds were available. The Redevelopment Agencies have 

subsequently been phased out by the State.  
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On July 1, 2013, the County entered into an agreement with Marymount 

College (College) to lease The Castle property for fifteen years with a clause allowing 

them to abandon the lease after five years. The lease fee for the first five years is one 

dollar per year. The lease required payments after the fifth year to be 50% of the 

College’s annual net income thereafter, which is not to be less than $85 thousand or 

more than $250 thousand. The 2016 graduating class of this Marymount campus 

consisted of thirteen students.  

In 2016, the BOS made the decision to allow the College to request a waiver 

of their lease payment as needed. It is possible that the College will abandon the lease 

without paying any more than one dollar per year for the time they use the building. 

The BOS recently made the decision 

to reduce the space used by the 

College and use the additional space 

for County or other educational/ 

commercial use. This would require 

extensive additional funds for further 

renovations. Parking at The Castle is 

insufficient for its current use as well 

as for the County’s intended future 

uses. It would be difficult to make 

the proposed additional parking 

ADA compliant.  

The Castle and Holiday Harbor are very large investments with no return. The 

County removed the properties from the tax rolls since they are no longer privately 

owned. Plans for the properties are unclear. Many current employees and officials are 

not knowledgeable in the plans for the properties. One County official interviewed for 

this report who agreed with the purchase of the properties seemed to be unaware of 

the amount of money invested in one of the properties. The County continues to 

spend thousands of dollars annually for insurance and maintenance of the properties. 

Findings: 

F1. Employees involved in these County owned properties are not familiar 

with all aspects of the properties. 

F2. It is not entirely clear what insurance is in place for Holiday Harbor. 

Docks are treated differently by the insurance agency at various locations. 

F3. The County has $7.2 million invested in two commercial properties 

(Holiday Harbor Nice, The Castle) that produce little or no income and 

continue to be a drain on County finances. 

F4. Original plans for the Holiday Harbor property were too aggressive and 

expensive for the area. 

F5. The Sheriff and County officials are allowing two boats with registrations 

at least two years out of date and no Quagga Muscle stickers to remain in 

Holiday Harbor. This is a clear violation of County and State laws. 

Existing Parking at The Castle 
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F6. Holiday Harbor berthing fees have not been paid for several years. The 

County has taken ownership of the abandoned vessels however they were 

left in the harbor and one has sunk..  

F7. If the College leaves after five years in July 2018, plans for the property 

are uncertain and most likely will create more financial loss for local 

taxpayers. In June 2017 during the publication of this report the College 

abruptly loaded its equipment into a moving van and abandoned the site. 

F8. The small enrollment in the College does not appear to justify the cost of 

maintaining the campus.  

F9. Some County officials seem to be unaware of the amount of money 

invested in The Castle.  

F10. Considerable additional funds will be required to fully utilize the Castle 

property. 

F11. Parking at The Castle is inadequate for the County’s current and intended 

future uses. It would be costly to put in additional parking, as well as make 

it ADA compliant. 

F12. The County should not be in the business of purchasing and developing 

real estate for commercial use. County officials are not qualified to plan 

commercial real estate developments. 

F13. The County and the communities where these properties are located have 

not benefited from the purchase of these properties.  

 

Recommendations: 
 

R1 The BOS not approve any additional real estate transactions for 

commercial development. (F1, F3, F12, F13) 
 

R2 BOS identify a person responsible to dispose of Holiday Harbor within 

sixty days. (F3, F4) 

 

R3 BOS direct the person responsible to list Holiday Harbor on the market “as 

is” immediately and take action to have the existing boats removed. (F3, 

F4, F6) 

 

R4 Sheriff enforce maritime law and County regulations at Holiday Harbor 

immediately. (F5) 

 

R5 County collect past due berthing fees from boat owners of the abandoned 

vessels in Holiday Harbor. (F6) 

R6 BOS consider selling The Castle, or leasing the space to the State as the 

new courthouse and supporting offices, during fiscal year 2017-2018. (F7, 

F8, F10, F11, F12, F13) 
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Request for Responses: 

Pursuant to Penal Code section 933(c), the following response is required. 

 Board of Supervisors (90 days) 

 Lake County Sheriff (60 days) 

The Grand Jury invites the following individuals to respond. 

 Chief Administrative Officer (60 days) 
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200 + County Properties Need Management to 

Ensure Maximum Insurance Coverage and 

Minimum Premium Cost 
 

 
                                

 

 

 

 

 

 

Summary: 

Several individuals are involved in the large and difficult task of overseeing 

Lake County (County) owned properties. The 2016-2017 Lake County Grand Jury 

(Grand Jury) investigated how many properties are owned by the County, how they 

are managed and more importantly, how they are insured. Several County employees 

were interviewed. The Grand Jury found it difficult to find one individual able to 

answer all questions regarding County owned properties. This report will concentrate 

on insurance coverage: values placed on the properties, value placed on damaged or 

destroyed properties, and why it is difficult to get answers about County owned 

properties. 

It is recommended that one individual be assigned to ensure proper records are 

kept and consistency is applied across all properties. This will ensure that properties 

are covered at the appropriate level to maximize coverage and minimize costs. 

Background:  

For the most part, the County owns properties that are necessary to conduct 

County business such as office space for various County agencies, buildings to store 

supplies, and buildings that provide services to the public.  

The County contracts with the the CSAC (California State Association of 

Counties) Excess Insurance Authority (EIA) for property insurance coverage. “CSAC 

EIA is a member-directed risk sharing pool of counties and public entities committed 

to providing risk coverage programs and risk management services which are 

competitive, available, responsive, equitable and stable.”
1
 

The Grand Jury was provided four lists, each containing over 200 properties 

purported to be appraised and covered by insurance. The four lists include: 

 a summary list provided by the County Administrative Office (CAO–S),  

 a summary list provided by the Counties Risk Management Officer (RM-S),  
                                                                 
1
 CSAC EIA Mission Statement https://www.csac-eia.org/about-eia/mission/  

https://www.csac-eia.org/about-eia/mission/
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 a summary list provided by the Public Services Department, Public Services  

(PS-S), 

 a detailed list provided by the Public Services Department (PS-D).  

Three of the lists are keyed off the same site number and all lists appear to 

cover the same properties.   

The PS-D was the last one provided to the Grand Jury and is noted as having 

been prepared by Alliant Insurance Services, Inc. Alliant provides the insurance 

coverage via CSAC - EIA.  The list is dated 1/20/17. It appears to the Grand Jury to 

be the “Master” list, and the one most likely to be used for insurance claims. Relevant 

pages from this 72 page report are included as an Appendix to this report. Subsequent 

to writing this report we received the same list from Risk-Management but dated 

4/7/2017. We could find no significant differences between PS-D and this subsequent 

property schedule. This schedule is important because an item must be “on the 

schedule” for reimbursement to occur.  

The PS-D list (schedule) contains the property description and the appraised 

value of the properties and their contents. The EIA’s process is to update the values 

via an appraisal process every five years for properties valued at over $250K. For 

those under $250K, the County needs to request an appraisal and pay for the cost.  

Most of the items on the list are real property. There are other items on the schedule 

that are not real property such as docks, piers, gazebos, equipment and vehicles.  

Unfortunately, these various lists do not appear to be well coordinated and 

contain discrepancies and differences. While some properties are noted that the 

property appraisals are for Replacement Cost New (RCN), many are not. Attention to 

detail is important in all insurance activity as the “the devil is always in the details” 

The Grand Jury also found errors in the insurance company documents. 

Methodology: 

The Grand Jury: 

 interviewed various County staff members and officials, 

 examined news articles from the Lake County Record Bee and Lake County 

News,  

 examined websites from the County and the State of California, 

 examined various insurance property lists, 

 visited and examined various properties and took pictures for inclusion in this 

report. 

 Discussion and Analysis: 

The Grand Jury has found several discrepancies on how some properties are 

valued by the insurance company. The insurance company appears to have control of 

the values placed on properties. County employees appear to accept insurance 

company placed values with little oversight or review. While the Grand Jury was told 

that some items such as docks, piers and gazebos, are generally excluded from 

insurance coverage, some of these items are specifically listed on the insurance 

appraised coverage schedule.  
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Examples of the discrepancies on the lists include: 

1. Piers: There are piers insured which do not exist; there are piers that exist 

which are not insured. There are multiple gazebos listed on piers, but only 

one exists on a pier. There is a vast discrepancy in the values assigned to 

piers.  

There are two piers in Alpine Park in Lucerne. One is constructed 

of steel and includes a gazebo on a platform (See Figure 1). The other is 

older and constructed of wood with a viewing platform (See Figure 2). 

The appraised property list from the insurance company incudes the steel 

pier and gazebo (64A), and lists an additional pier that does not exist 

(64B), and duplicates coverage on the gazebo (64C). Listing (64D) is 

correct for a separate gazebo in the park.  The older wooden pier is not 

listed. It appears our premiums are based on two steel piers and two 

gazebos listed by the insurance company.  

On the PS-D list Site #64 (Alpine Park) in Lucerne includes: 

  #64A a fishing pier (124’) with a 60’ by 40’ platform including a 

gazebo valued at $942,435.  

 #64B a 60’ by 84’ platform on a 60’ by 40’ pier valued at $118,244. 

(This is physically impossible.) 

 #64C an 18’ by 36’ gazebo on a pier platform valued at $118,244. 

 The total value on this list is $1,174,923 for two piers two gazebos on 

the piers.  

On the RM-S list Site #64 includes: 

 #64A a fishing pier & platform at $284,848,  

 #64B a pier at $118,362 and  

 #64C a gazebo on a pier valued at $118,362.  

 The total value on this list is $521,572 for two piers and one gazebo.  

  

Fig. 1 Alpine Park steel pier                        Fig. 2 Alpine park wooden pier 

The Grand Jury was verbally told (confirmed in an e-mail) that 

piers were not covered yet they are on the schedule of appraised properties 

with the note of appraised as RCN, and appear to have significant value. 
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2. Docks:  Insurance coverage on docks is inconsistent.  One dock is 

specifically itemized as covered and the second dock should have been 

included as the “marina” is covered. 

Site #118 Keeling Park dock in Nice is valued at $72,887 on the PS-D 

schedule (See Figure 3).  

Site #157 (Holiday Harbor RV Park and Marina) in Nice is valued at 

$487,112 on the RM-S list and $481,907 on the CAO-S list. The Holiday 

Harbor RV Park and Marina description does not include the words docks 

or seawall. The Grand Jury was told that the Marina docks (See Figure 4) 

were not covered by the insurance company even though the Marina is 

listed on the appraised property list. However, the insurance company did 

cover storm damage to the seawall. Merriam-Webster dictionary defines 

Marina as “a dock or basin providing secure moorings for pleasure boats”. 

This is difficult without docks.  

  

        Fig. 3 Keeling Park dock         Fig. 4 Damaged Holiday Harbor Marina docks 

3. Gazebos (land-based): Coverage between 

property lists is inconsistent. 

Several gazebos are included on the lists 

ranging in value from Site #36A (Lower Lake 

Park) valued at $7,785 to #64D (Alpine Park, 

See Figure 5) in Lucerne that has a small 

gazebo valued at   $49,719, both values from 

PS-D. The Grand Jury is unable to determine 

the ownership and value of another similar 

gazebo in the county  (Clearlake Oaks). 

4. Covered Pedestrian Bridge: 

There is a covered pedestrian 

bridge to Clark’s Island in 

Clearlake Oaks that is not on 

any of the lists. As Figure 6 

shows it is a large and 

expensive structure that should 

be covered by insurance.   

                          Fig. 6.  Clark’s Island pedestrian bridge 

Figure 5. Alpine Park Gazebo 
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5. Restrooms: Insured value of restrooms at various locations is inconsistent. 

Restrooms in parks range from Site # 67 Clearlake Oaks Launch 

valued at $84,875 on PS-D (See Figure 7) to #63 Lucerne Harbor valued 

at $284,531on RM-S and $129,992 on PS-D (See Figure 8). They are the 

same size and cost to replace them would likely be the same.  

  

          Fig. 7. Clearlake  Oaks Launch                     Fig. 8.  Lucerne Harbor 

6. Signs: Only one park sign is insured although many similar signs exist. 

Site #64E Alpine Park in Lucerne has a sign valued at $7,822 on the 

PS-D list yet other signs in the County that are obviously more costly are 

not included. Note that there are two signs in Alpine Park (See Figure 9). 

The insured sign is described as 1 sq. ft. and that description fits neither 

sign.  

Every County park includes similar signage, yet only one is listed on 

any list and therefore the others are likely not insured.  

  

                                  Fig. 9 The two signs identifying Alpine Park 

There are many other signs not listed (see next page). 



  

2016-2017 Lake County Grand Jury  32 

 

  

  

  

     Fig. 10 Four other random County signs not included on any of the lists 

7. Monument Clocks:  Of all the monument clocks in the County, only one is 

insured. 

Site #49A Museum specifically includes the monument clock on the 

grounds valued at $33,304. Other similar clocks are not included on the 

appraised property schedule (See Figure 11). 

                 

       Museum     Upper Lake     Clearlake Oaks   Middletown 

 Fig. 11: Only one of these four clocks is covered. 

8. Major properties:   

The Grand Jury has neither the expertise nor the time to examine the 

values or consistency of all major properties but expects similar errors 

throughout the various lists. The discrepancies uncovered in this report 

were relatively easy for the Grand Jury to find. 
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 One explanation provided to the Grand Jury was that different values exist 

because valuation was done many years ago at the time of construction. However, the 

EIA policy of doing appraisals every five years should correct that situation. The 

Grand Jury was told that the County does request the every five-year appraisal for 

those properties valued at under $250K. Thus, the inconsistencies are still a mystery.  

The Grand Jury was informed that insurance coverage for all properties is for 

Replacement Cost New (RCN). The PS-D schedule identifies some, but not all 

properties, as RCN appraisals.  Only 24.4% are so designated. An Evidence of 

Coverage document from (CSAC EIA) indicates that real and personal property will 

be valued at the replacement value at the time of the loss without deduction for 

depreciation. Other deductibles may apply. 

Interviews with County officials have typically ended with the person having 

to do research to find answers to some of our questions because they did not know the 

answers. Promised responses were seldom, if ever, received by the Grand Jury. 

Findings: 

F1. After multiple interviews with various county officials and staff 

members, the Grand Jury has been unable to resolve the discrepancies or 

get answers to our questions. The only conclusion we can reach is that 

nobody really knows or cares. 

F2. The Grand Jury’s conclusion is that in some cases the County is under 

insured and in other cases over insured. The County’s premiums (costs) 

appear to be either too high or too low, it is anybody’s guess. It appears 

that the County has relinquished oversight of insured properties to 

CSAC-EIA and Alliant Insurance Services, Inc.   

F3. Keeping track of County owned properties is not a high priority. The 

Grand Jury could find no central point of control to answer all the issues 

with regard to property coverage. 

F4. Employees involved in County owned properties are not familiar with 

all aspects of the properties. 

F5. Insurance coverage for County owned properties is not consistent. 

Similar items are not always included. 

F6. Insured values placed on listed properties are not consistent. 

 

F7. Docks, piers and gazebos are treated differently by the insurance agency 

at various locations. 

F8. County employees are unable to explain the discrepancies in insurance 

values and coverage. 

F9. County reviews of the insurance coverage on County owned properties 

are rare and uncoordinated. 
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F10. The Grand Jury was informed that replacement value coverage is 

guaranteed for all County properties. However, the Grand Jury found 

damage that was not covered such as the Holiday Harbor Marina docks. 

F11. It is possible insurance premiums would change if items on the schedule 

and property values were consistent. 

F12. The “Master” schedule of insured properties prepared by Alliant shows 

significant variations with the schedule of insured properties submitted 

by CAO and Risk Management. 

 

Recommendations: 

R1. By September 2017, establish a centralized Property Management 

Office (PMO). This person should be experienced in insurance and real 

estate terms and practices. This person will be responsible for ensuring 

that the master property schedule is accurate with regard to items listed 

and the appropriate value to ensure insurance coverage. This position 

would also coordinate and track all decisions regarding real property 

purchases, uses, enhancements, disposals and insurance claim 

initiations. In addition, this position would evaluate property utilization 

and make recommendations to the BOS regarding actions that would 

improve utilization. To ensure that all interested parties are represented, 

establish a Property Management Committee (PMC) led by the PMO 

and including representation from Risk Management, the Chief 

Administrative Office and Public Services department. (F1, F2, F3, F4, 

F5, F6, F7, F8, F9, F10, F11, F12) 

R2. Perform an audit of properties every two years. (F3, F5,  F6, F9, F12) 

R3. Correct Property Schedule inconsistencies. Complete by January 2018. 

(F5, F6, F7, F8, F9, F12) 

R4. Perform an investigation into why the Holiday Harbor RV Park and 

Marina docks were not replaced by insurance, even though the marina 

is on the insurance company’s appraised list. Determine who was 

responsible. Complete this task by January 2018. (F7, F8, F10) 

R5. Add the Clarks Island Pedestrian Bridge to the Lake County Property 

Schedule. Complete by January 2018. (F12) 

R6. Add the large County and Park signs as well as the clocks to the Lake 

County Property Schedule. Complete by January 2018. (F12) 
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Request for Responses: 

Pursuant to Penal Code section 933(c), the following response is required. 

 Board of Supervisors (90 days) 

The Grand Jury invites the following individuals to respond. 

 Chief Administrative Officer (60 days) 

 Risk Management (County Counsel) (60 days) 

 Director of Public Services (60 days) 

 

Bibliography 

https://www.merriam-webster.com/dictionary/marina 

https://www.csac-eia.org/about-eia/  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

https://www.merriam-webster.com/dictionary/marina
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Appendix A 

Public Services/Aliant Insurance Detail Schedule 
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Government Services  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Grand Jury Art Contest Winner Ages 16-18 

Jacob Blair Age 16 
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Eureka Avenue, Clearlake, 1/14/2017 
 

 

The Road Conditions in the City of Clearlake. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Summary: 

For quite some time the citizens of the city of Clearlake have been 

complaining about the conditions of their roads.  A study by Nichols Engineering has 

revealed that if the conditions of the roads are not addressed the entire system of 

roads will fail and require a complete reconstruction. 

Local governments have the responsibility to provide their constituents with 

safe infrastructures within their city. “The City has 112 miles of road ways.  The 

system is comprised of 63 miles of paved roads and 49 are dirt/gravel roads.  A 

majority of the dirt gravel roads are residential roads.” [Bibliography 4]  

Current funds utilized for City road maintenance are allocated in the amount 

of $450,000 annually.  This amount is insufficient to solve the problem.  Additional 

sources of money must be found.  

One source of funds the City could utilize would be from Proposition P.  

Proposition P has a clause which allows its funds to be utilized by the city for other 

things such as roads providing the police department is fully staffed at the authorized 

level of 31 officers.  

The City was able to place Measure V on this year’s general election ballot.  

With the passing of this proposition, the city will receive approximately $1.7 million 

annually to pay for the maintenance of the city roads. 
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Another possible source of funds for the use on City’s roads could come from 

the sale of various properties within the city that are eligible to be sold for delinquent 

taxes.  

 

Background: 

According to City Officials, to improve the culture of a city it needs to do 

three things:  

1. Improve the roads.   

2. Have strong code enforcement.  

3. Work on economic development. 

 

The Grand Jury attended a public forum sponsored by the City.  The meeting 

stimulated an investigation into the roads in Clearlake.  A tour by members of the 

Grand Jury revealed many deficiencies in the City’s road system.  “The majority of 

the City’s roads systems were constructed in the 1930s and 1940s.”[Bibliography 4] 

“An engineering report called the Pavement Management Program (PMP) 

indicates that the City needs to spend $15.2 million for reconstruction and 

rehabilitation of the current City streets in 2017 to bring Clearlake roads up to 

acceptable standards.” [Bibliography 1]  Current funding does not allow for any 

major repair or maintenance.  

  

Methodology: 

The methodology used in this investigation involved interviews: 

 Members of Clearlake City staff 

 Members of Lake County staff 

The Grand Jury also reviewed the following documents 

 Pamphlet distributed by the City of Clearlake staff titled, Streets: 

Facts and Information 

 Report: City of Clearlake: Pavement Management Program Update 

Report – June 2015 

 The City of Clearlake Budget, Approved for 2016-2017 

 City of Clearlake, Road Maintenance and Improvement 

The Grand Jury conducted personal inspections of road conditions. 

 

Discussion and Analysis: 

A pavement management company updated Clearlake’s Road Management 

Report in 2015.  The report highlighted the (Pavement Condition Index) PCI of the 

City’s roads. “The PCI is a measurement of a road in a range from zero to 

100.”[Bibliography 1].  It is an accepted roadway industry term referring to the 

condition of a particular road. Road value of 25 or less is a rating of Very 

Poor/Failed. “The average PCI of the City’s entire road network was 38 (Poor) in 

2012 and 37 (Poor) in 2015.” [Bibliography 1] “Average PCI for the City’s arterials 

(Olympic Drive, Old Hwy 53, Lakeshore Drive) is 87(Good); for collectors (Dam 

Road, Burns Valley Road, 30
th

 Avenue) the PCI is 44 (Poor); and for the residential 
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roads the rating is Very Poor” [Bibliography 1]. “The average Remaining Service 

Life (RSL) is estimated to be eight years, for roads, this is the time required for 

pavements to reach a Very Poor/Failed condition if no maintenance occurs.” 

[Bibliography 1] See Charts below. 

The PCI rating does not apply to gravel/dirt roads.  Many of these roads are in 

the residential areas and have not received 

any type of repair or maintenance for many 

years.   

Roads are unsafe for the City’s 

residents, and can inflict serious damage to 

their vehicles as well as emergency service 

equipment such as law enforcement, fire, 

ambulances etc. In some areas of the City, 

utility services such as US Postal Delivery 

and garbage pickup are threatened to be 

cancelled due to the roads being unusable.  

A failure to properly budget for road repair will cause the City’s roads to fall 

into further disrepair causing the maintenance of the roads to be expensive.  PMP 

estimates that at the present rate of maintenance the roads will be classified as Poor 

by 2024. [Bibliography 1]. 

The fact that a city has poor roads will affect not only current residents, as 

previously stated, but will have a large impact on those persons who may be looking 

to locate in the City. 

The total budget for the City of Clearlake is $11 million. After all mandated 

expenditures are deducted from the amount there is $4.9 million remaining for the 

City to spend on other city operations including road maintenance and repairs. 

 In the last ten years, the city has received approximately $14 million in State 

and Federal funding for major roads (arterials and collectors). Presently there is no 

outside funding available for residential roads which are predominately dirt.  
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Possible Sources of Funding: 

The $450,000 that is now in the Approved 2016-2017 Clearlake City Budget 

comes from the City’s share of the gas tax and Retail Sales Tax Plan (RSTP). Gas tax 

revenues continue to diminish as the fuel economy of our vehicle increases. 

Proposition P has a clause which allows its funds to be utilized by the City for 

other things such as roads under certain conditions.  This is probably not a feasible 

source of funding in the near term. The department is required to be at authorized full 

strength before excess funds are used for any other purpose. 

The citizens of Clearlake passed Measure V in 2016. This measure will add 

one penny to the sales tax, which will inject approximately $1.7 million per year into 

the City budget for the next twenty years. The measure went into effect on April 1, 

2017, with funds from the measure being available for expenditure sometime in the 

third quarter of 2017. It will take an undetermined period to generate enough money 

to begin road repair.  Funds from Measure V are for road maintenance and repairs.  

This will greatly assist in the effort to maintain the City’s roads.  

Another possible source of funds could come from the sale of properties that 

are delinquent in their taxes. The City’s ability to sell some of their tax lien properties 

would provide them with additional funds to be used on their roadways. Such a sale 

has not taken place since 2013.  (For further information on this topic, please see our 

investigation on Tax Liens in this Final Report) 

 

Findings: 

F 1. “If no maintenance occurs, the average remaining service time until the 

overall road network reaches a point of failure is eight years and the PCI 

will drop from 37 to 21 (Very Poor) by 2024. If maintenance continues at 

the current level the PCI will drop from 37 to 32 (Poor) by 2024.: 

[Bibliography 1] 

F 2. “The City of Clearlake needs to spend $15.2 million for reconstruction 

and rehabilitation of the city streets in 2017 to bring the roads to 

acceptable standards”. [Bibliography 4] 

F 3. It is estimated the amount needed to fund the full reconstructions of the 

City’s pavement network, not counting sidewalks, signals, and signs, to be 

$26.6 million. 

F 4. Improvement in the City’s roads would increase the value of property and 

promote the construction of new homes in the City. 

F 5. If the dirt roads do not get attention soon public safety (police and fire) 

response time will increase. 

F 6. Based on the principle that it costs less to maintain roads in good 

condition than those listed as poor, therefore it makes sense to keep the 

roads into better condition.  

F 7. A few years ago, the City did a preliminary estimate of the cost to pave all 

of its dirt roads.  The estimate at that time was approximately $60 million.  
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To put that into perspective the revenue from Measure V would total 

approximately $32 million over its 20-year life. ($1.7 million times 20 

years equals $34 million). 

F 8. Due to the magnitude of the problem, not all the city’s roads can be 

repaired or maintained immediately. 

F 9. The City has not participated in the sale of delinquent tax lien properties 

since 2013. 

 

Recommendations: 

R 1. Prioritize the roadway rehabilitation in terms of existing problems. (F1, 

F2, F6, F8 ) 

R 2. Coordinate with the County of Lake to participate in a tax lien property 

tax sale. (F9) 

 

Request for Responses: 

Pursuant to Penal Code §933 (c), the following response is required: 

 Clearlake City Council within 90 days. 

 

Glossary: 

 Arterial Road:  An arterial road or arterial thoroughfare is a high-capacity 

urban road, The primary function of an arterial road is to deliver traffic from collector 

roads to freeways or expressways, and between urban centers at the highest level 

service possible. 

 Collector Road: A collector road or distributor road is a low-moderate 

capacity road that serves to move traffic from local/residential streets to arterial roads. 

 

Bibliography: 

1) City of Clearlake:  Pavement Management Program Update Report 2015 

2) City produced pamphlet:  City Streets: Facts and Information 

3) Portions of the City Of Clearlake Budget for 2016-2017 

4) City produced document titled “Road Maintenance and Improvement 
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Has anybody seen a 

Tax Lien Sale recently?  

 
Summary: 

A city or county government is responsible for providing many necessary 

functions for its citizenry. The principal method of raising funds is through the 

taxation process. The governing entity does not receive the funds needed to sustain 

their operation if property taxes are not collected. 

The 2016-2017 Grand Jury (Grand Jury) discovered that Lake County 

(County) has not held a tax lien sale since February 2013.  Failure to conduct tax lien 

sales in a timely manner has deprived the cities of Clearlake, Lakeport and the 

County itself, of the funds from selling such properties.  

Our recommendation is that the County conduct tax lien sales on an annual 

basis. 

 

Background: 

Municipalities depend on local tax monies to finance the operation of their 

government. 

When a local municipality has adequate funds to operate, they can create an 

atmosphere that make people desire to live in their city.   

When improvements are made to either private residences or commercial 

buildings, the property tax revenues will increase 

When property owners stop paying the taxes due on their property or vacate 

their properties without paying the taxes, the municipality will lose valuable tax 

monies.  The loss of those types of tax monies will affect municipalities’ ability to 

fund their operations.  

When a tax lien property sells, it is hoped that the new owners of said property 

will invest in them, increasing their value and generating more tax revenue. 

A property is eligible for a tax sale when property taxes have been delinquent 

for five consecutive years.  Vacant houses or lots can deteriorate to such an extent 

that the values of surrounding properties are negatively affected. 
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Methodology: 

The methodology used in this investigation involved:  

 interviews with members of Clearlake City Staff, 

 interviews with members of Lake County Staff,  

 review of  data supplied by Lake County  

 review of the California State Controller website, County Tax Sale 

Procedure Manuals 

 reviewed Board of Supervisors Agenda 3/14/17 

 

Discussion and Analysis: 

 When residents of cities pay their property taxes to the County, a percentage 

comes back to each city.   

 The City of Clearlake has approximately 15,500 pieces of property that have 

had tax assessments billed for 2016-2017.  Over seven thousand taxable properties 

contained structures valued over $4,999. The City has 1,346 pieces of property that 

are eligible for a tax sale. 

 The City of Lakeport has approximately 2,300 pieces of property that have 

had tax assessments billed for 2016-2017.  Almost two thousand taxable properties 

contained structures valued over $4,999. The City of Lakeport has 121 pieces of 

property that are eligible for a tax sale. 

 The County has approximately 40,500 pieces of property that have had tax 

assessments billed for 2016-2017. Almost nineteen thousand taxable properties 

contained structures valued over $4,999. The County has 3,171 pieces of property 

that are eligible for a tax sale. 

During the Grand Jury’s initial investigation, County officials indicated that 

they do not have enough trained personnel to conduct a tax lien sale, and were not 

planning to do so.  

 However, after this report was finished, the Board of Supervisors (BOS) at 

their meeting on 3/14/2017, directed “the Tax collector to sell, at public auction via 

internet, tax-defaulted property which is subject to the power to sell in accordance 

with . . . the California Revenue and Taxation code.”  This sale will be June 9, 

through June 12, 2017. There are 141 listed properties to be auctioned, for a total 

minimum bid of $3,162,900. For complete details see BOS Agenda: 3/14/2017, Non-

Timed Item 9.5, Attachment: Reso TaxDefaultProperties. 

 

Findings: 

F 1. Since the County has not exercised its authority to hold a tax lien sale 

since 2013, it has hampered the ability of the municipalities to have all 

monies available for their operations.  

F 2. The proposed sale of 141 tax-defaulted properties is only three percent of 

the total available properties eligible for tax sale. 
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Recommendations: 

R 1. The County conduct a tax lien sale on an annual basis including properties 

from the cities of Clearlake and Lakeport. (F1) 

 

Request for Responses: 

Pursuant to Penal Code section 933(c), the following response is required. 

 Board of Supervisors (90 days) 

 County Treasurer/Tax Collector (60 days) 

 

The Grand Jury invites the following individuals to respond. 

 City of Clearlake Financial Manager (60 days) 

 City of Lakeport Financial Officer (60 days) 
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Grand Jury Art Contest First Place Winner Ages 9-12 

Grayson Wind, Age 12 
 

Health and Human Services  
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Inadequate Staffing of  

County Behavioral Health  

 
Summary:   

There are multiple agencies striving to provide services and support to those 

most vulnerable in our communities.  The 2016-2017 Grand Jury (Grand Jury) 

undertook an investigation of the current state of the Lake County Department of 

Behavioral Health (BH) to evaluate its adequacy in fulfilling county needs.  The 

results of this investigation uncovered unmet needs and inability to provide needed 

services to our residents.  Improvements to the behavioral health system include 

possible consolidation and creative outreach efforts, appoint a permanent director, 

fully staff the existing nursing positions. 

 

Background:    

     The Department of BH provides a broad array of services covering mental health 

and substance abuse.   Mental health services cover integrated recovery-oriented 

processes that assist individuals and families who are dealing with serious mental 

illness as well as management of mental health crises for all members of the 

community. These may provide for inpatient or temporary residential care as 

appropriate. Alcohol and other drug services offered in clinic locations provide abuse 

diversion and treatment services, individual and group counseling, trauma-informed 

treatment services for adults and youth.  Other services include referrals to 

detoxification or residential treatment centers, substance abuse prevention 

information for individuals, employers and employee assistance programs, and school 

based programs. There are several wellness centers to meet the needs of unserved and 

underserved populations. 

At the time of our initial interview, there was only one professionally trained 

registered nurse working within the department.  This person spends most of their 

time filling weekly prescription doses for approximately 400 clients.  The filling of 

prescriptions is a task that is completed by properly licensed and certified individuals. 

This is using up the critical senior employee’s entire time, precluding any actual 

nursing. 

Methodology: 

The Grand Jury conducted six interviews (covering several people): three at 

the BH headquarters in Lucerne, two at the Grand Jury Courthouse in Kelseyville, 

and one at the County Courthouse in Lakeport, beginning in September 2016, and 

concluding in January 2017. Additional information was obtained from a number of 

sources including: 

 active senior nurses from a variety of locations (including rural areas) 

outside of Lake County,  

 solicited inputs from the California Department of Health in Sacramento,  
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 on-line reviews of specific California state laws covering both this arena 

and the staffing of critical positions in a BH Department,  

 state-wide and national organizational trends for potential 

operational/effectiveness/fiscal control improvements, and 

 state-wide compensation and work conditions equivalencies. 

Discussion and Analysis: 

During the time that the interviews were conducted, one full time nurse was 

employed. There has been significant difficulty in locating/hiring/retention of skilled 

nurses for the BHS Department.  

Lake County and the Board of Supervisors (BOS) have been considering 

consolidating various departments with the intent of saving money and helping with 

personnel shortages. The county is considering assigning the management tasks of 

some departments to an ‘umbrella agency’. The Department of Social Services, 

Behavioral Health Department and Public Health Services (and potentially other 

county agencies) is the proposed merger. 

The concept of an “umbrella agency”, first utilized in 1903 in New York City by a 

private/religious based organization. This concept has been utilized throughout 

California and many other states since the mid 1970’s.  These have resulted in some 

recognizable successes, some stellar failures, and in between - a host of greater or 

lesser successes. 

It is completely within the authority of the BOS to adopt/install an ‘umbrella 

agency’ over several county departments. 

State sponsored billing by Lake County (County) to the California Department of 

Health and federal grant block funds make up the vast majority of the multi-million 

dollar operating budget of the Behavioral Health Department. The County 

contribution for operation of BH is approximately $65,000.   

The County estimated ‘gross domestic product’ (GDP) for 2017 is approximately 

$2.6 billion (California County-Level Economic Forecast 2015-2040), the County 

Budget for 2017 is approximately $225 million (Official Approved Budget). The total 

number of people employed throughout all of County is approximately 16,200, the 

number of governmental employees in the County is approximately 4,000 (some 

smaller portion is state and some smaller portion is federal) (California County-Level 

Economic Forecast 2015-2040).  The County budget is the largest single portion of 

the County GDP and the governmental workers comprise approximately 25% of the 

County labor force. 

The State of California defines the requirements for a Director of Behavioral 

Health via California Title 9, Article 8, Subsection 620.  These are almost exclusively 

medical/psychological/behavioral health training and experience based.  Allowances 

are permitted by Subsection 620.1 for temporary use (up to one year) of an “Interim 

Director of Behavioral Health” that does not meet those stringent requirements – with 

State Department of Health approval. 
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Current County Budget is divided into 24 areas:  six of these fall underneath 

specific elected officials (Assessor/Recorder, Auditor/Controller-County Clerk, 

District Attorney, Sheriff/Coroner, Tax Collector, the Superior Court Judges.) and 

eighteen fall underneath the BOS (See Graph #1).  The considered “Umbrella 

Agency” would (depending upon range of agencies affected) would comprise 

between 47% and approximately 55% of the BOS supervised portion of the County 

budget (see Graph #2).   

Findings:   

F1. The County Budget for operation of BH is approximately $65,000, the 

significant balance of the overall funding comes primarily from California 

state funding (and some federal funding via grant blocks) generated by 

invoicing of approved services.   

F2. The requirement of medication dosage preparation has impeded the most 

senior nurse available in BH from fulfilling other critically needed nursing 

services.   

o i.e. The medication dosage preparation task could be done by two 

teams of two people working in tandem. One team in the Lucerne 

facility and the other in the Clearlake facility of part-time people 

working ten hours a week each.  There is potentially an available pool 

of retired registered nurses or pharmacists (with current licenses) who 

could perform this task within the County.  Initial searches via county 

Senior Centers might yield a quantity of interested and qualified 

people.  This would allow task completion and freeing of on-staff 

senior nurses for other (billable) duties.   

F3. Efforts to hire and retain skilled nurses for the BH have been unsuccessful.  

o i.e. Long-term filling of nursing positions needs to utilize methods or 

inducements, that will stand out from the countless other opportunities 

open to nurses looking for a start or a change in their career location.  

Recruitment via county job boards (physical and on-line), standard 

nursing internet job sited, and local (multi-county) newspapers has 

proven less than rich in results.  For targeted recruiting, selection of a 

few key locations (probably those that are heavily urban with 

extremely high housing and other costs) could be a successful path in 

location of nurses who might want to make a move beneficial to 

themselves, their families, and their futures.  Direct solicitation to 

certified nursing schools/universities placement departments for new 

graduates would also offer possibilities of more qualified candidates.   

F4. Filling open personnel requisitions would allow many more services to be 

completed and properly billed to allow state and federal funding to reach 

this department.  This would readily result in even more services/broader 

expansion of those served which would benefit the county residents in need 

of such services.  
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F5. Searches for nursing staff are generally made using common methods along 

the simplest lines. Little or no unusual or innovative concepts to 

differentiate Lake County from the thousands of other nationwide nursing 

positions have been developed. 

F6. The latest organizational/management changes at the Department of BH are 

focused primarily on financial efficiency instead of client care.  

F7. An Umbrella Agency, consisting of Department of Social Services, 

Department of Behavioral Health Services, and other possible departments 

has been proposed to the BOS.  

F8. An “Interim Director of Behavioral Health” was installed in December 2016 

per Title 9, Article 8, Subsection 620.  This was altered to “Acting Director 

and Behavioral Health Administrator” in Late March 2017 which is 

intended to be a long-term position requiring annual re-approval of the 

“Interim” status by the State Department of Health. 

F9. The proposal to the BOS for consideration of an Umbrella Agency was made 

with a limited survey of several other California counties of similar size to 

the County who are currently using such an agency.  It contained largely 

positive/supportive findings.  

o i.e. A more complete picture of the advantages and shortcomings of an 

“umbrella agency” should be thoroughly researched and the findings 

presented to the BOS.  Specific attention be given to other 

counties/states experiences with BH operations as well as specific 

financial management successes or difficulties that have occurred.   

F10. No other gathering of supportive information was given to the BOS, 

specifically in cases where the Umbrella Agency concept was adopted then 

subsequently greatly altered or abandoned.  

o i.e. An extensive set of “open hearings” should occur before any 

decisions are finalized.  These should include in-county experts and 

other interested professionals with applicable knowledge and 

experience. A public hearing to allow for individuals or families that 

could be affected to have an understanding of the concept and to voice 

supportive or non-supportive opinions. The operation of the multiple 

agencies should seek efficiencies and cost control. It is important to 

note they are not “businesses” and cannot be operated entirely as a 

standard business would function.  Patient consideration and focus on 

measurable health results must have great sway when considering 

financial and administrative actions. 

F11. Current plans to create such an umbrella agency are tabled due to financial 

limitations.  There may be a two to three year delay before any substantive 

action is taken.   

F12. It was stated that there are to be “open hearings” on formation of such an 

agency prior to in going to the BOS for final consideration.   



  

2016-2017 Lake County Grand Jury  61 

 

  

Recommendations:  

R1. Use two teams of two people each to prepare medication dosages. (F2, F4) 

R2. Broaden and improve nursing recruitment methods. (F3, F5) 

R3. Perform a formal full BOS review of goals, accomplishments, progress 

yearly for the “Acting Director of Behavioral Health” position prior to the 

requests for re-certification from the State Health Department of the 

“Interim Director” approval. (F6, F8) 

R4.  Undertake a comprehensive study of the pros and cons of creating an 

umbrella agency to present to the BOS. (F9, F10) 

R5. Hold a series of open hearings within the next year before making any 

decisions on an umbrella agency. (F6, F12). 

R6. Any decision to consolidate various agencies under an umbrella agency be 

given serious consideration of both positive potential financial/cost 

benefits as well as potential negative non-financial results. (F9, F10, F13)   

o i.e: With more limited time to allot to each department under its 

supervision, it is understandable that the BOS would want to 

minimize the number of those individuals.  Other non-managerial 

needs can detract from the BOS’s time on individual departments, 

and non-planned issues (such as the recent massive fires) can 

further reduce such managerial time.  Many BOS members also 

have other non-governmental businesses and responsibilities they 

must consider.  However, consolidation of multiple responsibilities 

and their associated budgets into too few individuals might foster 

the appearance of oligarchic aspects (with approximately 71% by 

budget of the BOS supervised groups falling under just two 

individuals) not in keeping with the expectations of the citizens of 

the County.   

Request for Responses: 

Pursuant to Penal Code §933(c), the following response is required: 

 Board of Supervisors, R3, R5, R6 – (90 days) 

The Grand Jury invites the following individuals to respond: 

 County Administrative Officer, R4, R6 – (60 days) 

 Interim Director of Behavioral Health, R1, R2 – (60 days)  
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GRAPH #1 

LAKE COUNTY BUDGET EXPENDITURES BY SECTOR 
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GRAPH #2 

LAKE COUNTY BUDGET EXPENDITURES  

UNDER BOS MANAGEMENT 
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Social Services Guardianship Program        

Summary: 

     The Social Services Department (SSD) of Lake County (County) performs a 

wide variety of assistance and protective services for both juvenile and adults in 

need.  Included is the Adult Guardianship Program that covers both court 

mandated “Probate” guardianships and “LPS” guardianships (LPS is derived from 

the initials of the last names of the authors of the bill establishing this program). 

      The Grand Jury found the programs, as well as the entire department, to be 

well run, adequately financed, and staffed with properly trained and highly 

motivated people.  

 

Background: 

Adult public guardianship is comprised of two specific types: 

 court mandated “Probate” guardianship to care for a person who 

cannot care for him/herself or his/her finances, and 

 court mandated “LPS” guardianship to care for a mentally ill person as 

defined by the Diagnostic and Statistical Manual of Mental Disorders.   

Methodology: 

Grand Jury held interviews with management staff of County SSD, Lower Lake. 

Discussion and Analysis:  

  The caseloads of the Public Guardianship specialists, as well as the 

caseloads in other important service areas, are within the general guidelines 

established by the state and range from twelve per specialist to seventeen per 

specialist.  This insures high quality coverage and interactions from the SSD and its 

variety of clients.   

The primary focusses of the County SSD for adult guardianship are on abuse 

or neglect. As in any difficult public oversight situation, it is possible for concerns or 

complaints to arise.  The SSD has a thorough “peer review” process for such 

instances in which multiple staff are engaged as a group to look into and analyze any 

such issues.  This process has met with universal approval from all levels of SSD staff 

and has resulted in a minimal number of issues not being quickly and thoroughly 

resolved. 
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Probate clients fall into the following age ranges 

- 30 – 39       one client 

- 40 – 49 one client 

- 50 – 59 one client 

- 60 – 69 eleven clients 

- 70 – 79 nine clients 

- 80 – 89 five clients 

- 90 +  three clients 

LPS clients fall into the following age ranges:   

- 22 – 29 seven clients      

- 30 – 39 five clients         

- 40 – 49 eight clients 

- 50 – 59 four clients 

- 60 – 69  seven clients 

- 70 – 79 two clients 

- 90+  one client 

- One client is under Tribal oversight 

 

 The majority of Probate guardianships involves seniors and the elderly. 

LPS guardianships are spread across a broad spectrum of age ranges.    

 Staffing and services are well covered.  

Finding: 

F1. The SSD Guardianship Program is operating efficiently with funding from 

both the County and the State of California. The best interests of its clients 

and the County are well served.           
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Planning and Public Works 

 

 

Grand Jury Art Contest Winner Ages 6-8 

Alexis Robbins, Age 6 
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Why Do We Pay Those #*!@ Rates? 
 

 

Summary: 

   Water is a necessity for all households and a large part of the family budget.  

The Lake County Grand Jury (Grand Jury) identified 222 water systems in Lake 

County of which 92 are currently operative.   Water is indispensable for household 

use, agriculture, industrial uses and for the natural environment including wildlife and 

plants. We simply cannot survive without water. Water rights and water uses have 

long been major social and political issues in California. Add to this the occurrence of 

prolonged drought and these problems are multiplied. 

    The 2016-2017 Grand Jury decided to review the varying rates for customers 

in Lake County.  The Grand Jury found a wide disparity in the water rates between 

public and private for-profit companies.  As of 2016 the monthly charge ranged from 

$20.00 to over $128.00. The Grand Jury focused on the amount paid for water, how 

rates are calculated, the source of water, and what can be done to control water rates. 

Water rates are not arbitrary. They are determined by a number of factors including 

the number of customers in the system, costs to maintain the system, source of the 

water supply, and the type of infrastructure needed to deliver the water to its 

customers 

  The Grand Jury concludes that Lake County Special Districts is doing a 

commendable job of managing the ten companies under their control.  Considerable 

restoration, re-structuring and updating of our water systems is currently in progress 

after the series of damaging fires the county has experienced. 

Our investigation includes a brief explanation of sewage disposal in Lake 

County since most water customers either have a sewer bill attached to their water bill 

or are billed separately for sewer. The pipeline to the Calpine Geothermal fields 

proves to be a very efficient way to dispose of our waste water. 

 
Background:  

Lake County topography is dominated by the largest fresh water lake in 

California that is completely within the borders of the State. One might think that, 

with this much water close at hand; water would be a lesser issue in Lake County. On 

the contrary, many citizens of the County are acutely concerned about the quality, 

reliability and the cost of their water supply. This quality is an extra concern for 

systems drawing water directly from the lake due to the constant change in water 

quality in the lake. Lake County is divided into approximately 222 water systems that 

range in size from 1 to nearly 3000 hookups. Some systems rely on sources that do 

not supply a reliable and safe supply of water such as drawing water directly from a 

stream or pond. 
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Of the 222 systems identified, 92 are currently active. These systems were 

developed over the years as Lake County developed. Small subdivisions and mobile 

home parks developed their own systems to provide water to the residents of the 

development. Many of these systems were started before there was any regulation of 

water systems.  

Most customers draw their water from the three main types of water systems 

in Lake County: independent public water systems, County administered dependent 

water systems, or private for-profit systems. Public water systems can be dependent 

on County administration under Special Districts or independent of County 

administration and operated by a Board of Directors. In addition, there are at least two 

privately held systems in Lake County and these are operated as for profit companies. 

There are ten water systems in Lake County that are under Special Districts, ten that 

are Independent Districts and two private for profit companies. Examples of a 

privately held company would be California Water Company in Lucerne and Golden 

State Water Company in Clearlake. The rates for these companies are controlled by 

the California Public Utilities Commission (CPUC). 

As many rate payers are aware, the cost of water varies over a wide range 

between the different water systems.  As of 2016 the monthly charge ranged from 

$20.00 to over $128.00. Considerable efforts are underway to reduce the higher rates 

in a couple of the water systems. The number of households that share the 

infrastructure and maintenance of a water system are two of the factors that determine 

water rates. Other factors also contribute, such as the source of the water, the type of 

infrastructure that is needed to obtain and deliver the water to the customers, and 

depreciation fees.  Sources of water include the lake, wells, springs, and creeks, or 

some combination thereof. By law, public water systems may not charge customers 

more than the cost of producing and delivering the water. There are however, water 

systems in Lake County that are privately owned and operate as for profit businesses. 

Water companies under the control of Lake County do not make a profit. (See 

Appendix One) 

 

Methodology: 

Interviewed:  

The Board of the Cobb Area Water District. 

The Lake County Department of Special Districts. 

Studied on line resources as identified in the Bibliography 

 

Discussion and Analysis: 

By law (Proposition 218: Right to Vote on Taxes Act, 1996) County 

controlled water systems may not change their water rates without a vote of the 

customers in that system. A majority of the customers of a water system must 

approve any increases in rates. Individuals who do not respond after notification are 
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considered “yes” votes. Cost of living adjustments are built into some water rates and 

changes in the rate can occur due to this factor. 

The recent fires in Lake County have damaged or destroyed some of the water 

systems and sewer infrastructure in some areas of the County, especially Cobb 

Mountain and Anderson Springs. Some property owners in the fire zones are 

rebuilding, while others have abandoned their properties without plans for rebuilding. 

These systems will have to be restored.  The State of California is encouraging the 

consolidation of these water systems to better serve the customers and increase the 

quality of the water supply. In the Cobb area, the County is planning to consolidate 

eight systems into one. This consolidation will have to be approved by the customers 

in the different systems and will have to undergo an extensive study. In Anderson 

Springs a new sewer system will have to be built before some residents are allowed to 

rebuild. (See Appendix Two) 

The process to update these systems takes time, study, and the approval of 

customers. The decrease in the number of residents, because of the fire damage, has 

resulted in a much lower property tax base and a reduction of funds necessary for the 

rebuilding and maintaining of systems. 

Lake County has a very unique and efficient way of disposing of the effluent 

from the sewer systems. Since 1997 most waste water in Lake County is sent via a 50 

mile-long pipeline to the Geysers Geothermal fields on Cobb which is operated by the 

Calpine Corporation. This system solves most environmental issues associated with 

effluent disposal and also provides a reduced rate for some Lake County electricity 

use. This sewer system is under the control of Special Districts. Sewer rates for 

customers are under the same proposition 218 guidelines as water rates. Lake County 

does not pay for the disposal of effluent to the Geysers. Lake County does pay to 

maintain the pipeline to the Geysers but is reimbursed for maintenance costs by 

Calpine. (See Appendix Three) 

 

Findings: 

F 1. It is not possible for the Grand Jury to report on all water systems in Lake 

County because some of these are privately owned. 

F 2. The Lake County Special Districts Department is doing a commendable 

job of managing the ten companies under their control. 

F 3. Water rates in Lake County vary greatly between water districts and 

privately held companies. 

F 4. Recent wildfires have had a major impact on water and sewer districts in 

the areas where the fires destroyed homes and water and sewer system 

infrastructure. These systems will have to be restored. 

F 5. State and Federal grants and loans are helping with the financing of the 

restoration of water systems in the fire zones, but other financing is still 

under consideration and being applied for by Lake County. The writing of 
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grants takes a special expertise to ensure that the grant is accepted, as of 

2016 there is not a designated grant writer in Lake County. 

F 6. The Cobb Mountain Water District (CMWD) is doing a commendable job 

restoring water systems in the Cobb area. 

F 7. Consolidation of water systems generally saves the customers money and 

improves water quality. 

F 8. Not all water systems in Lake County are under government control and 

their water can be from dubious sources such as drawing water from 

streams, creeks, and ponds without proper treatment. 

F 9. The pipeline to the Geysers Geothermal field is a very efficient way to 

dispose of and use waste water in Lake County. 

 

Recommendations: 

R 1. Lake County should pursue every available resource to rebuild the 

damaged and destroyed water systems as quickly as possible. (F4, F5, F7) 

R 2. The public needs to be informed about the factors that determine water 

rates in the different water systems so that they will not feel that these are 

arbitrary or unfair. (F2, F6) 

R 3. Lake County should streamline the rebuilding process for those affected 

by fire so the property tax base can be increased. (F4, F5) 

R 4. Lake County should continue to consolidate water systems in order to 

provide better water quality and possibly lower rates to customers. (F7) 

R 5. Lake County needs to have a grant writer knowledgeable in the process of 

applying for State and Federal grants. (F4, F5) 

 

Request for Responses: 

Pursuant to Penal Code section 933(c), the following response is required. 

  Lake County Board of Supervisors (90 days) 

The Grand Jury invites the following individuals to respond. 

 Department Head of Lake County Special Districts (60 days) 

 

Bibliography: 

1. Howard Jarvis Taxpayers Association www.hjta.org 

2. Legislative Analyst’s Office Understanding Proposition 218 (Right to Vote on 

Taxes Act, 1996) www.lao.ca.gov 

3. www.waterboards.ca.gov 

4. www.co.lake.ca.us 

 

http://www.hjta.org/
http://www.lao.ca.gov/
http://www.waterboards.ca.gov/
http://www.co.lake.ca.us/
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Appendix 1 
Charges for Single Family Residence 
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Single Family Residence 

City/Agency Water Service Provider Monthly 
Service 
Charge 

Monthly  
Usage and 
Additional 
Charges 

Total  
Month 
Charge 

Billing 
Frequency 

Total 
Monthly 
Charge  
Based on 

Anderson 
Springs 

Anderson Springs Com. 
Service District 

$ 36.00  $ 36.00 Monthly N/A 

Bonanza Springs Bonanza Springs Water $ 19.10 $ 15.45 $ 34.55 Bi-Monthly 750cf 

Buckingham Buckingham Park County 
Water District 

$ 52.26 $ 27.03 $ 79.29 Monthly 750cf 

Clearlake California Cities 
Water(Golden State Water) 

$ 49.80 $ 35.40 $ 85.20 Monthly 750cf 

Clearlake Konocti County Water 
District 

$ 30.00 $  0.23 $ 30.23 Bi-Monthly 750cf 

Clearlake Highlands Water $ 33.00  $ 33.00 Monthly 750cf 

Clearlake Golden State Water $ 76.25 $ 35.40 $111.65 Monthly/Bi-
Monthly 

750cf 

Clearlake Oaks Clearlake Oaks Water District $ 29.31 $ 21.46 $ 50.77 Monthly 750cf 

Clearlake Riviera Mount Konocti Water $100.00  $ 100.00 Monthly 750cf 

Cobb Area Mount Hannah Water $ 30.45 $ 33.33 $ 63.78 Bi-Monthly 750cf 

Cobb Area Cobb Area Water District $ 68.50  $ 68.50 Bi-Monthly 750cf 

Cobb Area Starview Water $ 20.00  $ 20.00 Bi-Monthly 750cf 

Finley Finley Water $ 13.09 $ 21.09 $ 34.18 Bi-Monthly 750cf 

Hidden Valley Hidden Valley Lakes Com. 
Service District 

$ 30.57 $ 15.53 $ 46.10 Monthly 750cf 

Kelseyville Kelseyville Water $ 28.89 $ 21.74 $ 50.63 Bi-Monthly 750cf 

Kono Tayee Kono Tayee $ 27.64 $ 10.47 $ 38.01 Bi-Monthly 750cf 

Lakeport City of Lakeport $ 34.85 $ 22.08 $ 56.93 Monthly 750cf 

Loch Lomond Cobb Area Water District $ 45.00 $ 14.40 $ 59.40 Monthly 750cf 

Lower Lake Lower Lake County Water $ 59.64 $  5.25 $ 64.89 Monthly 750cf 

Lucerne California Water Service $ 47.31 $ 80.49 $127.80 Bi-Monthly 750cf 

Middletown Callayomi County Water 
District 

$ 44.50  $ 44.50 Monthly 750cf 

Nice Nice Mutual Water $ 40.00 $ 51.13 $ 91.13 Monthly 750cf 

North Lakeport North Lakeport Water $ 22.66 $  8.55 $ 31.21 Bi-Monthly 750cf 

Paradise Paradise Water $ 54.38 $ 74.16 $ 128.54 Bi-Monthly 750cf 

Riviera West Riviera West Mutual $ 81.72 $  0.36 $ 82.08 Bi-Monthly 750cf 

Soda Bay Area Soda Bay Water $ 28.90 $ 28.50 $ 57.40 Bi-Monthly 750cf 

Spring Valley Spring Valley Water $ 25.00 $ 11.33 $ 36.33 Bi-Monthly 750cf 
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Appendix 2 
Consolidation of Cobb Water Districts 
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Appendix 3 
History of Calpine Pipeline 
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Lake County Not Fully Prepared  

               For ZIKA Virus 
 

Summary: 

Lake County Vector Control (LCVC) is 

responsible for abatement of mosquitoes (genus 

Culex) that act as vectors to carry West Nile 

Virus (WNV), and other diseases.  WNV currently exists in Lake County (County), 

and LCVC is doing a commendable job controlling it.   

A different mosquito carries the Zika disease (genus Aedes) and this mosquito 

is not yet established in the County. The insect is spreading from South America to 

more northerly latitudes, and likely to arrive in the County eventually.  Thus far the 

only case of Zika virus that has occurred in the County was in an individual who had 

traveled to South America.   The Zika-infected mosquito however, has not been found 

in the County.  

Because Zika is likely to arrive in the County eventually, LCVC needs to 

prepare to deal with it now.  This will require the formulation and implementation of 

a plan to deal with this particular mosquito that is different from the mosquitoes that 

now live in the County.  Planning to deal with the mosquitos that can carry the Zika 

virus should include consideration of protection of the beneficial insects and other 

wildlife that could be harmed if the use of pesticides is not carefully targeted and 

limited.     

This Grand Jury found that LCVC is not fully prepared for the arrival of the 

Zika-carrying mosquito.  Recommendations include implementing steps to address 

this deficit.   The Grand Jury has a great deal of confidence in the ability and 

commitment of LCVC to do this.        

  

Background:  

 
West Nile Virus   

West Nile Virus (WNV) is a virus that circulates mainly between birds and 

mosquitoes.  If a human is bitten by an infected mosquito, the human can become 

infected too.  In most people, the symptoms of WNV infection are relatively mild, but 

a few individuals become very ill (about 1 in 150 infected people according to the 

Centers for Disease Control (CDC)).  The severe symptoms can include high fever, 

headache, neck stiffness, stupor, disorientation, coma, tremors, convulsions, muscle 

weakness, vision loss, numbness and paralysis (see CDC fact sheet).   

Obviously, it is important to do whatever can be done to prevent WNV from 

infecting the people of the County.  That is one of the roles of the LCVC. The 

principal way that the spread of WNV can be controlled is by the eradication of the 

mosquitoes that carry the virus.  LCVC works to eradicate mosquitoes by the use of 
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pesticides, mosquito-eating fish, elimination of habitat, and public education on 

control and avoidance of mosquito bites.  WNV-infected mosquitos currently exist in 

the County, so the effort to control it is a never-ending job.   

 

Zika Virus 

Zika is another mosquito-borne virus.  Unlike WNV it does not have an 

intermediate host in birds or other animals.  Zika virus is transmitted back and forth 

between mosquitoes and people.  Zika virus first appeared in South America and has 

spread northward, notably to Florida.  The mosquito that transmits Zika is spreading 

slowly from south to north in the western hemisphere.  Zika can also be carried to 

new locations by people who are infected.  A person who visits a Zika area, such as 

South America, can bring the virus back to their home in California or elsewhere.  

Zika can spread from person to person by sexual transmission.   

So far, Zika has occurred in the U.S. mainly in Florida. There have been a few 

cases brought by persons who have traveled to areas where Zika is established.   

Zika infection in humans is relatively new, so there is still a lot that is not 

known about its effects, especially long term.  One effect that is well known is that 

Zika can cause severe birth defects if a pregnant woman becomes infected.  The main 

birth defect that is associated with Zika infection is microcephaly.  Babies born with 

microcephaly have abnormally small heads, and depending on the severity of the 

infection have decreased intelligence and severe neurological problems.  Frankly this 

effect is very scary, and can lead to sensational fears about the spread of Zika virus.   

The good news is that the mosquito that carries Zika virus does not occur in 

the County.  It is unknown whether this particular mosquito species would be able to 

establish itself in the County, but LCVC should prepare for it.  The only known case 

of Zika infection in the County was an individual who had traveled to an area where 

Zika was established and brought the disease back with them.  

It is likely that Zika virus may spread to the County.  The citizens of the 

County are aware of the existence of Zika virus and of the dramatic effects that it may 

cause. Recent research (Cohen in Bibliography) suggests that people exposed to 

WNV may be more vulnerable to Zika infection. As WNV is endemic in Lake 

County, County residents may possibly be at greater risk for Zika.  LCVC is well 

aware of this issue and is staying on top of developments.    

County residents may be concerned about Zika virus, and are likely to be 

more concerned if they are poorly informed.  Therefore, a good public information 

and education program is necessary in order to minimize any unfounded fears that 

people may have.  In addition to the need for public information, LCVC should be 

prepared to deal with Zika virus in the event that it does appear in the County. The 

mosquito that carries Zika is similar to the other mosquitoes that LCVC is already 

dealing with.  For the most part, the same control measures that are used against the 

WNV mosquito should also be applicable to controlling the Zika mosquito.  Mosquito 

control is not a static field.  It is an area of active research and experimentation.  In 

addition to the use of pesticides, there are other methods that are being tried out in 

other parts of the country, including the use of genetically altered male mosquitoes 
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that produce non-viable offspring.  An advantage of this method over chemical 

pesticides is that it kills only the targeted mosquitoes, and does not harm beneficial 

insects such as honey bees and butterflies.     

It is likely that other methods are being developed or will be developed in the 

near future.  LCVC needs to be fully informed and up to date on the progress in this 

field.  This would involve keeping open all channels of communication with scientists 

and public health people who are working on vector control issues.  The Grand Jury 

has a great deal of confidence in the ability and commitment of LCVC to do this.        

 

Problems with the Use of Pesticides to Control Mosquitoes 

The chemical pesticides used by LCVC are pyrethroids which are general 

purpose insecticides that kill all kinds of insects.  Honey bees that are needed to 

pollinate crops, and other beneficial insects can also be killed by these pesticides.  

There are strategies that can be used to minimize the effects on beneficial insects that 

have to do mainly with the exact time and place where the pesticides are sprayed.  

Even so, it is not possible to eliminate all “collateral damage” to beneficial insects 

and other wildlife, such as birds.   

LCVC needs to communicate actively with bee keepers and others who are 

interested in the welfare of beneficial insects.  Bee keepers need to be informed about 

where and when pesticides are to be applied.   

In order to minimize the harmful effects of pesticides, LCVC needs to make 

sure they are making full use of all other methods of pest control, including habitat 

destruction.  Encouraging bats and other predators that prey on mosquitoes should 

also be used to the extent possible.    

 

Methodology: 

 Interview with the head of Lake County Vector Control  

 Interview with head of Public Health 

 Review of Documents (see Bibliography)  

 Internet Research (see Bibliography)  

 

 Discussion and Analysis: 

In general, LCVC appears to be doing a very good job of controlling vectors 

in the County, especially the mosquitoes that carry WNV.  There are areas that may 

require additional attention from LCVC. 

The pyrethroid pesticides used by LCVC are general-purpose insecticides that 

are not limited in their effect to the target species.  These pesticides have the potential 

to harm honeybees, butterflies, other beneficial insects, birds, wildlife, and potentially 

human beings.  Honeybees are essential for the pollination of crops that are essential 

to the economy of the County.  It is well known that in recent years honeybee 

populations have been stressed and are in some cases declining.  The cause of this 
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decline is not known, but is under intense investigation.  It is likely that there are a 

variety of causes, widespread use of pesticides being one of them.  There is a great 

deal of concern among agriculturalists about the use of pesticides in areas where 

honeybees are present.   

There are ways to mitigate the effects of pesticide use on honeybees by being 

careful about the hours of application and the exact places where the pesticides are 

applied.  Also the physical method of delivery (such as small droplet size) can help to 

protect honeybees.  All of this requires communication between the agency using the 

pesticides, in this case LCVC, and the agricultural community that is dependent on 

bee pollination and the bee keepers themselves.  Because beehives are often hauled 

around from location to location the beekeepers are not always present in the County, 

and communicating with them may be challenging.  However, it is essential that 

communication must occur in order to insure that pesticides can be used with 

minimum harm to honeybee pollinators.  The County should protect honeybees, other 

beneficial insects, birds and wildlife in general from the effects of pesticide spraying. 

Be prepared to deal with the vectors of the Zika virus or other mosquito-borne 

diseases that are not yet present in the County.  

Environmentalists and the public are also concerned about the effects of 

pesticides on butterflies and other non-target insects that are important to the natural 

ecosystems in a number of ways.  This problem requires open communication 

between LCVC and the environmentalists and the public.     

It appears likely that the Aedes mosquito that can act as a vector for Zika virus 

will arrive in the County eventually and begin to become established.  Since residents 

of the County have no prior exposure to Zika or the other viruses that can be carried 

by the Aedes mosquito, they will have no immunity to these viruses.  This lack of 

prior immunity “greatly increases the likelihood of severe epidemics.”  (Powell, 

2016)  

In both of these areas, the public information and education aspect of the 

effort is key.   

Findings:   

F 1. It is possible that the mosquitoes that transmit Zika virus will become 

established in the County in the future.  When this happens, Zika virus 

could become a serious problem in the County.  

F 2. LCVC is effectively fighting WNV in the County.   

F 3. LCVC is effectively communicating with the public with regard to WNV.  

F 4. LCVC public information about the Zika virus is insufficient.  

F 5. Pesticides used in vector control can harm honeybees, beneficial insects 

and other wildlife unless care is taken to avoid collateral damage. 

Alternative methods are available including mosquito fish that are being 

used by LCVC. 
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Recommendations: 

R 1. County and LCVC should draft a plan, within one year, to fight the Zika-

infected mosquito. The plan should include measures to protect beneficial 

insects and wildlife. (F1, F5) 

R 2. County and LCVC should develop an effective public education 

campaign to fight the Zika mosquito and the virus that involves all 

available media, including internet, newspaper, TV and radio within 18 

months.  (F1, F3,  F4)  

R 3. LCVC should work closely with the County Public Health Department to 

fight Zika-infected mosquito and the virus. (F1,F3, F4) 

R 4. LCVC website should have more information on the Zika-infected 

mosquito and the virus.  (F4)  

R 5. LCVC should educate property owners about predators that prey on 

mosquitos. For example, providing mosquito eating fish and encouraging 

homeowners to put up bat boxes. (F4, F5) 

 

Request for Responses: 

Pursuant to Penal code section 933(c), the following response is required. 

 Lake County Board of Supervisors (90 days) 

The Grand Jury invites the following to respond: 

 Lake County Vector Control Board of Trustees (90 days) 

 Director of Lake County Vector Control (60 days)  

 Director of Lake County Public Health (60 days)  

 

Glossary:  

Aedes aegypti  -- A species of mosquito that can act as a vector for Zika virus, dengue 

fever and yellow fever  

Culex --  a genus of mosquito that is presently common in Lake County  

Vector -- insects or other organisms that can transmit pathogenic viruses or other 

causes of disease   

Vector control  -- The elimination or abatement of vectors   

West Nile Virus (WNV) – a pathogenic virus currently endemic to Lake County  

Zika Virus – a pathogenic virus transmitted by mosquitoes that can cause severe 

health effects in humans, including birth defects such as microcephaly  

 

 

 

 



  

2016-2017 Lake County Grand Jury  90 

 

  

Bibliography:  

Articles:  

Abrams, Susan, “As Zika spreads, leaders call for more money, education.” Lake 

County Record Bee, September 21, 2016  

Anonymous “Mosquitoes to the Rescue” Scientific American, November 2016, pg 17 

Cohen, Jon “Dengue may bring out the worst in Zika.”  Science 355 (2017): 1362, 31 

March 2017 

Espinoza, Martin, “Zika virus precautions taken by Sonoma County officials,” Press 

Democrat, August 1, 2016   

Newton, Jim “Lake County Health Department warns of West Nile virus.” News-Sun, 

August 1, 2016 

Powell, Jeffrey, “Mosquitoes on the move,”  Science 354 (2016): 971  

Powerpoint Presentation:   

Scott, Jamesina, “An Introduction to the Lake County Vector Control District,” 

Presented to the Grand Jury on September 19, 2016  

Internet Search:   

CDC Fact Sheets on Zika Virus, Centers for Disease Control, www.cdc.gov/zika 

CNN.com, “What lessons did we learn from Zika spraying?”  September 4, 2016 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

http://www.cdc.gov/zika


  

2016-2017 Lake County Grand Jury  91 

 

  

 

 

 

 

 

Appendix A 
CDC Fact Sheet 



  

2016-2017 Lake County Grand Jury  92 

 

  

 



  

2016-2017 Lake County Grand Jury  93 

 

  

 



  

2016-2017 Lake County Grand Jury  94 

 

  

 

 

 

 



  

2016-2017 Lake County Grand Jury  95 

 

  

How High Will The 

Water Rise? 
 

 

Summary: 

Despite a supply of accurate 

information, there remains a wide 

variety of opinions about the Cache 

Creek Dam (Dam) and the control 

Yolo County has on the Clear Lake 

water supply. Recent flooding of 

Clear Lake has sparked renewed interest in the Dam, how much water is released, and 

how decisions are made to release water from Clear Lake.  

The Grand Jury discovered that contrary to what many believe, the Dam does 

not cause Clear Lake to flood. The 2016/2017 Lake County Grand Jury (Grand Jury) 

has tried to determine if there is a 

way to hasten the release of water 

from Clear Lake during floods. 

The Grand Jury has several 

recommendations that Lake 

County and Yolo County work 

together to mitigate flooding. 
      

Flooded Campground 2017 

Background:  

Clear Lake is the largest and oldest natural fresh water lake in California.  

 Because of its size of 68 square miles, Clear Lake responds slowly to 

storm events. 

 Clear Lake was not created by a dam therefore the Dam is the not the 

sole control of the water level. 

  Flooding is caused by prolonged high intensity storms. Relief from 

flooding is slow because water enters Clear Lake at a much faster rate 

than it leaves. 

 Clear Lake continues to rise even after the rains have stopped due to 

runoff from the surrounding hills. 

Contrary to what people believe, Lake County never owned the water of Clear 

Lake as it is held in the public trust by the State of California. Yolo County owns the 

water rights to Clear Lake and operates the Cache Creek Dam. The people of Yolo 

County secured their claim under an appropriation law that was enacted in 1873. Lake 
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County never applied for water rights through some oversight so the rights to the 

water passed to Yolo County 

Water can escape the Dam much faster than the narrow channel and Grigsby 

Riffle (Riffle) of Cache Creek will allow. The Riffle, which is a natural rock 

formation that can be observed from the Lake Street Bridge in Lower Lake (See Fig. 

1). The bridge crosses Cache Creek approximately 1.5 miles downstream of Clear 

Lake.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

            Figure 1 – Where is the riffle? 

 A unique feature to Clear Lake is the use of the Rumsey Gauge to measure 

water level. Captain Dewitt C. Rumsey was a cattle drive trail boss from Yolo County 

(in those days it was common to call the trail boss “captain”). The physical location 

of the Rumsey Gauge is actually on Esplanade Avenue in Lakeport. In 1872 Captain 

Rumsey decided to come up with a standard for measuring lake level. He decided that 

when water ceased to flow over the Riffle it would be “Zero Rumsey”. Water flowing 

above the Rifle would be called plus Rumsey while water below the riffle while water 

below the Riffle would be minus Rumsey. Clear Lake is full at 7.56 Rumsey or 

1325.82 feet above sea level.  The lake “full” level was determined by taking the 

average high water level between the years 1873 and 1920. 

During the winter of 1937-38, flow tests were conducted to determine what 

would happen if there were no dam on Cache Creek. Dam gates remained fully open 

during the testing period. Peak inflows were estimated to be 41,000 cfs while the out 

flow at the Grigsby Riffle was 4,255 cfs. Clearly, the dam was not causing water to 

rise. In fact, records dating back to 1874 show the two highest lake levels of 13.66 

and 13.38 were recorded before the dam was built. 

Grigsby Riffle 

Lake Street Bridge 

Dam Road 

Highway 53 Bridge 
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In 1938 the Riffle was excavated to -2.3 Rumsey, however further excavation 

was stopped by the courts by the “Bemmerly Decree” in 1940 and is now prohibited.   

The Solono Decree, enacted in 1978 and revised in 1995, governs the release 

of water from Clear Lake. Water can be withdrawn from the lake May through 

October only. The following chart shows the regulation of release of water from Clear 

Lake: 

  

 

 

 

 

 

Methodology:  

 The Grand Jury toured the Cache Creek Dam in the company of Lake County 

officials and Yolo County representatives.  

 Yolo County Flood Control and Water Conservation District General 

Manager gave a presentation of the history of the Riffle and the Dam. 

 Online research regarding the Riffle and the Dam. Also the history of Clear 

Lake. [Bibliography 1] 

 Discussion and Analysis:  

The dam is designed to release water up to 21,000 cubic feet per second (cfs), 

while Cache Creek will only allow water to leave at, 4,700 cfs when the lake level is 

at 11 feet Rumsey. (A typical in ground backyard swimming pool can be filled in one 

second at 2,700 cfs.)  

The use of the Rumsey Gauge to measure water level is unique to Clear Lake. 

Other bodies of water are measured by their elevation above sea level. Using this 

method, the elevation of Clear Lake would be 1318.26 above sea level that would 

correlate to zero Rumsey.   

Recent flooding has caused severe property damage to property owners and 

public lands around Clear Lake. Consequences of flooding include: 

 many properties remained evacuated for days and sometimes weeks due to 

standing water,  

Lake Level Allowable Seasonal Withdrawal 

3.22 Rumsey or lower 0 

3.5 Rumsey 7,847 acre-feet 

4.0 Rumsey 21,593 acre-feet 

4.5 Rumsey 35,423 acre-feet 

5.0 Rumsey 49,353 acre-feet 

5.5 Rumsey 63,403 acre-feet 

6.0 Rumsey 83,350 acre-feet 

6.5 Rumsey 104,785 acre-feet 

7.0 Rumsey 126,400 acre-feet 

7.56 Rumsey or higher 150,000 acre-feet * 

*No matter how high the lake gets, this is the maximum allowable withdrawal of water. 



  

2016-2017 Lake County Grand Jury  98 

 

  

 Lake County parks and public beaches are closed due to rising water and 

debris, 

 tourism has been negatively affected because the lake has been closed to boats 

in an attempt to slow wave action which causes further damage to lakeside 

properties,  

 floating debris from damaged docks, seawalls and fallen trees are hazardous to 

boats and passengers using the lake,  

 many scheduled bass tournaments are canceled or postponed, and 

 local businesses that cater to tourism such as tackle shops, hotels and 

restaurants are negatively affected.  

Cleanup has been slow due to the length of time it takes water to recede after the 

rain has stopped.  Floating debris is also a problem for the dam. Significant resources 

are needed to keep debris from plugging the dam. Some of this debris is manmade, 

such as ice chests, outdoor bar-b-ques, mattresses, destroyed docks, piers, seawalls, as 

well as other items swept away as 

the rising water rushes through 

flooded properties. 
 

Silt and infill have caused the 

Riffle to grow over the years 

impairing the flow. Lake and Yolo 

Counties are discussing plans to 

excavate the Riffle back to its free 

flowing level of 1940. 
              Grigsby Riffle 

Findings: 

F1. Cooperation between Lake and Yolo counties is essential to deal with the 

dredging of the Riffle and to control flooding in Lake County. 

F2. The public has many misconceptions about the release of water from Clear 

Lake to Yolo County. 

F3. Property owners have often been remiss in keeping debris out of the lake, 

including piers and old seawalls, etc. 

F4. The Rumsey scale has caused some problems for property owners because 

insurance companies use sea level measurements to assess property 

damage. 

F5. The environment and economic impact of dredging the Riffle have not 

been fully studied and evaluated. 
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Recommendations: 

R 1. Lake and Yolo Counties continue to work together to solve flooding 

problems in Clear Lake. (F1, F2) 

R 2. Lake and Yolo Counties work together to excavate the Grigsby Riffle to 

legal limits within two years. (F1, F2) 

R 3. The Department of Water Resources educate property owners before 

November 2017, about problems with debris that will block the dam. (F3) 

R 4. The County/Board of Supervisors consider using sea level measurements 

along with the Rumsey scale when measuring the level of the lake. (F4) 

R 5. Lake and Yolo Counties contract for a study of the environmental and 

economic impacts of dredging the Riffle. Report to be completed by June, 

2018 (F5) 

R 6. The environmental and economic impact study investigate not only 

traditional, but also unconventional solutions to solve the flooding 

problem of Clear Lake. (F4, F5) 

 

Request for Responses: 

Pursuant to Penal Code section 933(c), the following response is required. 

 Board of Supervisors (90 days) 

The Grand Jury invites the following individuals to respond. 

 Manager of Yolo County Flood Control and Water Conservation District    

(60 days) 

 Lake County Director of Water Resources (60 days)  

 

Bibliography  
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Public Safety 

Grand Jury Art Contest Winner Ages 6-8 

Dominick Weaver, Age 8 
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Mandated Inspections and Other Law 

Enforcement Facilities 
 

 

Summary: 

The State of California mandates (Penal Code §919 (b)) “The grand jury shall 

inquire into the conditions and management of the public prisons within the county”. 

This is interpreted as all locations where anyone can be incarcerated (from very short-

term to long terms).  

 The various facilities within the County are covering their areas of 

responsibility well.  There are notable budgetary and staffing limitations that 

negatively impact effectiveness and efficiency.  All of the Public Safety entities 

handle these difficult tasks and people with professionalism and competence.   

Methodology: 

 Having completed these inspections over several months, the 2016-2017 Lake 

County Grand Jury (Grand Jury) findings for each location are summarized below. 

 

 Discussion and Analysis: 

1.) County Courthouse temporary holding facility:   

The Grand Jury found this area to be well-run and proper levels of 

detail given to facilitating the flow of inmates/defendants through the county 

judicial procedures as well as maintaining good staff and public safety 

protections.  The facilities are appropriate for their needs and the staff is well 

trained and motivated.  An issue exists with repair/replacement of the 

secondary automotive security gate in the inmate entrance/transfer garage. 

County law enforcement and buildings maintenance departments are aware of 

the problem.  Again, this is budget dependent.  
 

2.) Clearlake Police Department temporary holding cells:   

This facility is well run and appropriately staffed.  All sections within 

the Police Department are efficient and well maintained.  Improvements in the 

overall facility in recent years have included updating communications and 

dispatch capabilities, readily available body cameras for the officers, and a 

separate ‘sally port’ for movement of arrestees into and out of the facility. 

3.) Lake County Sheriff’s Department:   

In addition to inmate holding/housing facilities, the Grand Jury looked 

into ‘training procedures’ utilized by our Sheriff’s Department.   Most of the 

staff/officers come from a variety of training facilities or previous 

employment organizations.  Concerns have been raised as to the “Lake 

County specific” training to insure up-to-date and across the board training 

and procedures for all patrol officers. This also includes compliance in areas 

most likely to have the greatest potential number of general public interfaces.  

The training procedures and implementation by our Sheriff’s Department 
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were thorough and exceeded California statewide standards and our 

expectations in all areas. 

4.) Lakeport City Police Department:   

The City of Lakeport has recently moved to a new facility on South 

Main Street.  They have elected not to occupy or maintain a holding facility at 

the new location.  They have indicated that they would use the County facility 

on Hill Road.   

5.) Konocti Conservation Camp: 

California Department of Corrections and Rehabilitation along with 

Cal Fire operate the Conservation Camp. Their contributions to the county 

during the recent fires of the last two years have been invaluable. 

Due to AB109 and the Public Safety Realignment Act, many of the 

inmates classified as “non-serious, non-violent, non-sexual-felony” (N3) are 

being moved to county facilities from state prisons. This has reduced the 

number of inmates eligible for Camp programs across the state. While 

discussions with the County have begun, no resolutions have been made 

regarding inclusion of county inmates. 

All portions of this facility are well maintained. 

  

Finding: 

F1. All facilities are doing their jobs well; the Grand Jury commends the staff 

and procedures they are using. 
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Hill Street Blues 
 

Summary: 

The Hill Road Detention Center is the main transfer and housing facility for 

those incarcerated in Lake County (County).  This facility, while overcrowded, is 

largely fulfilling the expectations of the public safety departments and the County. 

The 2016-2017 Lake County Grand Jury (Grand Jury) found that the main 

security and control monitoring room is inadequately staffed. We recommend that 

there be a minimum of two staff members at all times. 

Background:  

The Board of State and Community Corrections (BSCC) recently inspected 

the facility and found most elements to be completely satisfactory in all areas.  Their 

sole notable exception was in some areas of “overcrowding” beyond the 

recommended inmate occupation limits.  We note that overcrowding is a problem in 

every county facility in California. This is due to the federal mandated reduction of 

populations in the state prison system. Due to AB109 and the Public Safety 

Realignment Act many of the inmates classified as “non-serious, non-violent, non-

sexual-felony” (N3) are being moved to county facilities from state prisons.  There is 

no short-term or fiscally viable solution to this problem at this time. 

Methodology: 

The Grand Jury conducted a site visit and interviewed a random sample of 

staff and inmates. 

 Discussion and Analysis: 

The Grand Jury found a well-maintained and well-run facility with most areas 

meeting or exceeding expectations. The Grand Jury specifically looked into several 

additional areas of concern including:  

a.) the handling of inmates with mental/developmental or behavioral 

issues.   

These cases are handled by protocols of working with medical 

facilities, County Behavioral Health staff, and significant internal 

training for all levels of the Detention Center staff.  The Grand Jury 

was completely satisfied in this area.   

b.) the handling of specific prescribed medications with unique 

application or dosage requirements on an individual inmate basis.   

The on-site nursing staff demonstrated the extremely efficient and 

appropriate methods they consistently utilize to insure complete 

compliance and patient care in this area. 

The area raising some concern for the Grand Jury was in the area of staffing in 

the “control/monitoring” room. This is where all inmate surveillance cameras and 

system alarms are watched/monitored.  Normal operation is for a single staff member 

to monitor the many video screens and other electronic sensors spread across the 
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room.  Normally this is adequate. However, if any anomaly or disturbance were 

occurring in one area, the attention of the single staff member could be diverted away 

from any issues/problems in other areas. Staffing limitations (due to budgetary issues) 

make assigning additional trained staff unlikely.   

Finding: 

F1. The staffing of the Hill Road Facility Control/Monitoring room is 

inadequate.  

 

Recommendation: 
  

R 1. Two people should staff the Hill Road Facility Control/Monitoring 

room at all times. (F1) 

 

Request for Responses: 

Pursuant to Penal Code section 933(c), the following response is required. 

 Lake County Sheriff  (60 days) (R1) 
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Juvenile Hall 
 

Summary: 

Since 2015, Lake County (County) incarcerated juveniles are housed with 

Mendocino County juveniles in the Ukiah facility.  

The two-year contract to facilitate this has produced more up to date facilities 

to accommodate our juveniles. This contract resulted in significant cost savings to the 

County.  

The facility has met all criteria expected during this combination. The success 

rate for educational improvement and reduction of recidivism was impressive. During 

the 2016-2017 Lake County Grand Jury’s (Grand Jury) visit, it was noted that the 

morale of the County’s youth has vastly improved. 

However, the contract needs serious review before the renewal due in 

September of 2017. 

 

Background: 

When the youths were housed in Lake County it was noted that:  

 The facility did not meet Board of State and Community Corrections 

(BSCC) requirements. The cost to update the facility would have been 

prohibitive.  

 Mandatory educational requirements were not consistently enforced. 

 Standards of conduct were not well established or maintained. 

Methodology: 

The Grand Jury: 

 Performed a site inspection and interviewed several staff and youth. 

 Interviewed Lake County Probation Department personnel. 

 Reviewed the original contract between Lake and Mendocino counties.  

 

 Discussion and Analysis: 

The individual housing units, the medical oversight and the on-going 

education facilities were all very good.  The food service was well run and effective. 

The overall staffing was well trained and competent.  

Mendocino County put in Skype capabilities for communication between 

Lake County youth and their families. “Skyping” is also being used as a tool for 

screening in mental health assessments. 

The two-year contract for housing our juveniles in Ukiah is due for renewal. 

The contract needs serious review before the renewal due in September of 2017. 
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Elements in Lake County believe the contract was rapidly prepared and approved and 

as such it needs improvement. 

The Grand Jury did have several major concerns with the contract between 

Lake County and Mendocino County:  

a) The requirements for quarterly meetings, between appropriate staff of both 

Lake County Probation Department and Mendocino County Probation 

Department (the controlling agencies), have not been carried out during the 

first year.  The contractually stipulated quarterly reports had not been issued.  

Those have now been instituted and reports have been issued in October 2016, 

and February 2017. As of the writing of this report, the next scheduled 

meeting is March 15, 2017.   

b) There were concerns raised by the Mendocino Juvenile Hall staff that “mental 

health” issues with the County juveniles have not been appropriately handled.  

The existing contract provisions are very ambiguous and need to be defined. 

c) Investigations revealed that from the beginning of the contract period, 

Redwood Children’s Services, Inc. (RCS) was providing Mental/Behavioral 

Health services and interventions. The Mendocino County Youth Project was 

stipulated in the contract to be the mental health provider.  Unexpectedly, the 

County received an invoice from RCS. This neither followed the formal 

procedure nor named organizations in the contract.  On-site staff at the 

Juvenile Hall and appropriate similar staff in Lake County believe this was an 

oversight/mistake.  

Findings: 

F 1. Due to the urgency of maintaining a proper facility for the youths, the 

contract was not given a thorough review and scrutiny before it was 

implemented. 

F 2. Formal quarterly meetings/reports were not held/issued for the first 

year of the contract. 

F 3. Coordination between the two county’s probation departments and 

Lake County Behavioral Health was not occurring and needs to be 

defined in the contract. 

 

Recommendations: 

R 1.  When the contract is re-negotiated, particular attention must be given 

to all the commitments and details. (F1, F3) 

R 2. Insure continuation of quarterly meetings/reports in a timely manner.   

(F2) 
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Request for Responses: 

Pursuant to Penal Code section 933(c), the following response is required. 

 Board of Supervisors (90 days)  

 

The Grand Jury invites the following individuals to respond. 

 Lake County Department of Probation (60 days)  

 Mendocino County Department of Probation (60 days)  

 Lake County Behavioral Health Department (60 days) 
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Public Services  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Grand Jury Art Contest Winner Ages 6-8 

Opal Patton, Age 8 
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Who Cares 

About 

Animals? 
 

 

 

Summary: 

There are two facilities in Lake County (County) that care for cats, dogs and 

other animals.  One is the Lake County Animal Care and Control (LCACC) facility in 

Lakeport. The other is the Animal Control Unit in Clearlake.  These two facilities 

provide essential services to the County, such as picking up stray animals and 

adopting out or euthanizing animals that they take in.  Both facilities also provide 

vaccination, spay and neuter services.  As the population grows, and the pet 

population grows with it, there will be a greater demand for these services.  Our 

recommendations aim at meeting the increased demand.  Both facilities could 

improve their public outreach.  A program in schools would be helpful in getting the 

word out about responsible pet ownership.  

  

Background:  

Pets are an important part of life in the County.  Pet ownership increases 

quality of life for many of our people.   

An unfortunate side effect of the increase of the pet population is the County 

must deal with an increased number of stray and unwanted animals.  Those animals 

are subject to adoption and/or euthanization.  This is the responsibility of Animal 

Care and Control.  There are two facilities for this in the County.  One is the LCACC 

facility on Helbush Drive in Lakeport.  This facility cares for animals from the entire 

County except for the City of Clearlake.  The City of Clearlake has an Animal 

Control Unit facility located on Airport Road. It is a unit in the Clearlake Police 

Department. The facility will move to new buildings on Ogulin Canyon Road.  In 

addition, a nonprofit organization called Animal Assist and Rescue in Lower Lake 

provides low and no cost spay and neutering services, distributes free pet food and 

helps find homes for unwanted pets.  [Bibliography 3, 4]  

  

Methodology: 

Members of the Grand Jury visited the LCACC and the Clearlake Animal 

Control Unit.  The Grand Jury also interviewed individuals responsible for their 

operation, and those directly involved with animal care.  The Grand Jury also 

reviewed the websites of the two animal care facilities. 

This report is the result of those activities.   
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 Discussion and Analysis: 
 

The LCACC facility consists of: 

 a reception area for people and pets, 

 offices for staff , 

 kennels for cats and dogs and outdoor areas for larger animals (horses, goats, 

pigs, etc.), 

 a clinic for spaying and neutering of pets,  

 an area for euthanizing animals,  

 a walk-in refrigerated storage unit for dead animals, and 

 an incinerator for disposing of dead animals.  

 

The services provided by LCACC and the Clearlake facility include:  

 taking in stray animals, 

 holding animals until they can be adopted or euthanized,  

 adopting out animals to other facilities or individuals when possible,  

 spaying and neutering pets,  

 vaccinating dogs and cats, 

 euthanizing pets that either have not been adopted or are too sick to keep 

(Dogs are kept for a minimum or three or four days before euthanizing except 

in unusual circumstances), and    

 disposing of dead animals brought in by citizens. 

 

In recent years, the LCACC has improved its ratio of adopting to euthanizing. 

However, the demand for adoptable pets is limited in the County.  Volunteers take 

some animals out of the county for adoption.  

The staff of LCACC consists of a director, and a number of animal control 

officers, as well as office staff.  Some of the office staff are volunteers. In addition, 

LCACC employs a part-time veterinarian as a contractor three days a week.  The 

veterinarian’s main function is to perform spaying and neutering at the Helbush Drive 

facility.  There is a backlog for this much-needed function.       

LCACC provides these services for the County with the exception of the City of 

Clearlake.  Clearlake operates its own facility providing a similar array of services.  

The Clearlake facility resides temporarily in a converted hanger at the old airport.  

Clearlake will be building a new facility on Ogulin Canyon Road that should begin 

operating in the summer of 2017.  Clearlake is planning a new facility that will 

feature a 100’X80’ on a 22-acre lot.   

LCACC currently uses the part-time service of a veterinarian under contract. The 

part time contract veterinarian who works for LCACC is providing a valuable service 

for the public because the cost to the public is less than from private veterinarians. 

Clearlake does not have a contract veterinarian.  Clearlake relies on the services of 

local independent veterinarians.   
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Findings: 

F 7. The LCACC veterinarian’s services are in high demand.  

F 8. Availability of spay and neuter services are inadequate in relation to 

public demands.    

F 9. LCACC veterinarian services to examine and treat sick animals are 

insufficient.   

F 10. The demand for spay and neuter operations at the Helbush facility is likely 

to increase in the immediate future as the number of stray animals grows 

every year.  

F 11. The lower fees LCACC can offer by employing a part-time contract 

veterinarian vs. private veterinary services incentivize low-income pet 

owners.  

F 12. In Clearlake, animal care services are unmet because there is no full-time 

veterinarian is available. 

F 13. Clearlake has a better public outreach program than LCACC. The 

outreach program consists of a website and brochures.  

F 14. Clearlake will be able to provide more and better services to the 

community in the new Oglin Canyon facility. 

    

Recommendations: 

  
The following recommendations are to meet the ever-increasing need for the 

services that the animal care and control facilities provide to the public.   

R 6. The County should consider adding a full-time veterinarian to the 

LCACC. (F1 through F5) 

R 7. Clearlake should consider hiring a full-time contract veterinarian, rather 

than getting veterinary services from local independent veterinarians on an 

as-needed basis.  (F6)  

R 8. Alternatively, the County could collaborate with Clearlake to share a full-

time veterinarian. (F1 through F7)  

R 9. The County should also consider training students as veterinary 

technicians to help with the veterinary services.  (F2, F3, F4)   

R 10. LCACC should improve their public outreach program.  A program in the 

schools would be helpful in getting the word out about responsible pet 

ownership.  (F7, F8) 

R 11. Clearlake should stage a Grand Opening when the Ogulin Canyon Road 

facility opens as a way of letting the public know about their program and 

services offered.  (F8)  
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Request for Responses: 

Pursuant to Penal Code section 933(c), the following response is required. 

 Board of Supervisors within 90 days 

The Grand Jury invites the following individuals to respond. 

 Director of Lake County Animal Control within 60 days  

 Director of Clearlake Animal Control through the Clearlake Sheriff’s 

Department within 60 days  

 

Bibliography:  

1. http://www.co.lake.ca.us/Government/Directory/Animal_Care_And_Control.

htm (Lake County Animal Care and Control)  

2. http://www.clearlake.ca.us/211/Animal-Control (City of Clearlake Animal 

Control)  

3. Gruenk, Jennifer, “Pet pantry open to the public.” Lake County Record Bee, 

February 4, 2017 

4. Facebook.com/AnimalAssistandRescue/ 

http://www.co.lake.ca.us/Government/Directory/Animal_Care_And_Control.htm
http://www.co.lake.ca.us/Government/Directory/Animal_Care_And_Control.htm
http://www.clearlake.ca.us/211/Animal-Control
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Lake County Recycling   

Summary: 

“A nation that destroys its soils destroys itself.  Forests are the lungs of our land, 

purifying the air and giving fresh strength to our people.” 

- Franklin Delano Roosevelt 

Many Lake County (County) citizens are aware that recycling is beneficial to 

themselves and to the environment. Some of the reasons that citizens recycle are: 

 

1.  It is easy.  Recycling in the home, school and workplace is easy and 

convenient.  It is been found that recycling in California is already 

diverting about 65% of their trash from the landfills. 

2. It saves money.  Buy recycled products and some products redeemable for 

cash. 

3. It creates jobs.  Recycling is a big business in California accounting for 

approximately 85,000 jobs and producing and producing 10 billion in 

products and services per year. 

4. It saves energy.  It takes 95% less energy to make some products out of 

recycled material than raw products. 

5. It preserves natural products. 

For complete details on local recycling you can look up “Recycling” in the 

Valley Yellow Pages (Addendum A), or call Lake County Public Services 

Department (707) 263-1980. The information is also online at: 

www.recycling.co.lake.ca.us 

Background:  

Some landfills are rapidly filling up.  In Lake County (County) part of the 

problem is the refuse from the recent fires.  New land is needed to expand the landfill. 

This will be expensive to the County and its citizens. The obvious way to ease the 

pressure on landfill use is to recycle as much material as possible. 

  Many County residents are already recycling as much as they can by using the 

blue recycling bins that are provided by the waste disposal services. In addition, some 

residents take materials to privately operated recycling centers to get cash for them.  

These recycling centers are privately owned and operated.  The County is not 

responsible for these privately operated recycling sites. They depend on the market 

price for recycled materials; thus, their existence and location is not always 

predictable.  These locations can stay in business only as long as they remain 

profitable.   
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Some of the issues that can affect their profitability are: 

 The value of recycled materials may decline until recycling is no 

longer profitable. 

 Some consumers may fill recyclable items with rocks or sand to 

increase its weight. This is an attempt to fraudulently obtain excess 

funds.  This causes the recycler to alter his business practice and 

reduces his profitability. 

 The State of California does not reimburse the local recyclers in a 

timely manner. This delay may cause the local recyclers to stop 

business. 

Lake County residents have been going to local recycling centers and finding 

that they are no longer there.  These sites, located at various places in the County, are 

operated by private individuals.  Often one has to go to the location and see whether 

the recycler is still operating at that location.  

Since these local recycling businesses are not closely regulated. There is no 

central clearing-house to determine if they are still in business. The two main private 

facilities are: (will not pay redemptions) 

  Southlake Recycling Center at 1601 Davis Street, Clearlake, CA 

  Lake County Waste Solutions at 230 Soda Bay Road, Lakeport CA  

Methodology: 

 The Grand Jury interviewed employees of the Lake County Public Services 

Department. 

 The Grand Jury interviewed private individuals responsible for recycling 

centers in the County.   

 The Grand Jury reviewed information on State and County websites.     

Findings: 

F 1. The County has no oversight on private recyclers except for the 

issuance of business licenses. 

F 2. It is important for people who wish to recycle to have a source of 

information that they can refer to find out which private locations are 

still operating.  There is no central source for the public to find out 

which private recyclers are in operation. 

Bibliography:  

Cal Recycle  www.calrecycle.ca.gov 

 

http://www.calrecycle.ca.gov/
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Appendix A 
Lake and Mendocino Counties Phone Book 

Yellow Pages 



  

2016-2017 Lake County Grand Jury  120 

 

  

 



  

2016-2017 Lake County Grand Jury  121 

 

  

 



  

2016-2017 Lake County Grand Jury  122 

 

  

 



  

2016-2017 Lake County Grand Jury  123 

 

  

Grand Jury Appendix 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Grand Jury Art Contest Winner Ages 13-15 

Nelsey Perz, Age 14 

Grand Jury  

Art Contest Winner  

Ages 9-12 

Leyla Marks, Age 9 

Grand Jury Art contest Winner Ages 6-8 

Ellie Sabrina Galvin, age 8 

 

Grand Jury Art Contest Winner Ages 6-8 

Yasmina Galvin, Age 5 

Grand Jury Art Contest Winner Ages 9-12 

Amelie Zingone, Age 9 
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Grand Jury Art Contest First Prize Winner Ages 6-8 

Nafisa Jamil, Age 8 

 

 

 

Lake County Grand Jury 

5250 Second Street 

Kelseyville, CA 95451 

(707) 279-8619 or Fax (707) 279-1983 
 

Obtain complaint Forms online at: 

www.co.lake.ca.us/residents/law/complaints.htm 

 

Review current or past Grant Jury Final Reports 

And department or agency responses online at 

www.co.lake.ca.us/Government/Boards/Grand_Jury.htm 

 

http://www.co.lake.ca.us/residents/law/complaints.htm
http://www.co.lake.ca.us/Government/Boards/Grand_Jury.htm

